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Matter 3B: Housing Supply 
Transcription by Sarah E Gibby, UCL 
04:32:20 
 
Chair: 
Good afternoon, everyone. It is, I think, already gone 2, so we should get back 
underway. I think we’ve come to probably one of the most contentious parts of the 
Plan this afternoon and on Thursday and, indeed, continuing on into next week when 
we actually get down to the question of numbers and, indeed, whether there should be 
numbers in the Plan, as we’ve got some who are arguing that there shouldn’t be. But I 
hope that we will be able to, in the light of the seminar yesterday, have a good 
understanding of the background that underlies the figures that are in the Plan so that 
we’ll be able to concentrate on the policy issues, and indeed, if there are still 
corrections needing to be made, to seek to understand those. I think there are probably 
some new faces around the table. Certainly there are some I don’t immediately 
recognise, so I’d better go through the usual announcements. We’re not expecting any 
fire alarms this afternoon so if we get the audible warning to leave we must do so, 
leaving by the entrances through which you came and assemble on Potters Field. So I 
hope everyone has signed in so that we can check you have got out but I’m sure that 
won’t happen. In terms of the conventions for the discussion, if you haven’t already 
been called to speak and you wish to come in at any point, please up-end your name 
plates, I think they’re sometimes called Toblerones but that, I suppose, would be 
advertising so we shouldn’t do that. Please do it in such a way that we can actually 
read the name on it so that we get the right person when we call you. I think that’s 
probably the main points that I really need to say before we get underway.  
 
I think we probably have got quite a lot to cover. This particular matter has been set 
down for a day and a half so we haven’t got to think that we have to get through 
everything this afternoon and indeed all the matters of general policy this afternoon 
but although we have indicated that we won’t deal with the individual borough-by-
borough figures or opportunity area-by-opportunity area figures today but only on 
Thursday, that doesn’t mean to say we’ve got to start those at 9:30 in the morning on 
Thursday and so, as we’ve got this amount of time, I would envisage not sitting until 
we need to go to bed tonight but having a break at a natural point probably some time 
after 5 o’clock, or around 5 o’clock, so we don’t go on indefinitely and then we’ll 
resume on Thursday morning so that’s the basic approach. It may be that we will 
general matters that would be very nice and neat, but we may not, as I think there are 
a lot of points to cover.  
 
I think probably the best thing to do is ask Mr Barry Purcell to introduce his team and 
introduce the changes. I see you have helpfully put round a consolidated document for 
this afternoon. I would just caution that I think, you know, your early matters, you did 
actually have a change to paragraph 3.14 as well, but I don’t think it’s a terribly 
monumental one, it says instead of “makes assumptions on” it now says “takes 
account of a range of factors including”, so it is a linguistic one, I think, rather than a 
substantial one, so I don’t think that need trouble us, probably. Right, ... 
 
04:35:29 
Mr Barry Purcell: 
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I can deal with that matter first. As Mr Lett will say when he deals with the first of the 
questions which you’ve asked in the panel note, we are intending to bring forward 
some further changes to the policy and the explanatory text in order to deal with some 
areas of uncertainty which it’s become clear exist both on the comments that we’ve 
had back from respondents and their written statements. Some of the issues which are 
highlighted, sir, in your panel note and some of the questions and the discussions that 
we had at the technical seminar yesterday. Mr Lett will explain in a moment the sort 
of change that we’re likely to bring forward. To a certain extent we want to be 
informed in the precise form that that will take by the discussion that’s had this 
afternoon and of course at this stage anything that we suggest will be on a sort of 
officer basis because we won’t have got political clearance but we thought it would be 
helpful to give an indication of the way that that’s taking…  
 
04:36:13 
Chair:  
Thank you very much. Can I just make one point about presentational matters when 
we get to that. I think you are preparing this general consolidated statement which 
will in due course incorporate what you’re just mentioning. I think it would be very 
helpful to the panel if when you do that it could probably be in a single document, 
together with the early suggested changes, as some of them change the suggested 
changes or build on them, but in a clearly different colour coding so that one can see 
what we had before the examination started and what we’ve had as we’ve been going 
along.  
 
04:36:49 
Mr Barry Purcell:  
Indeed sir, perhaps I could talk to the panel secretary about the precise format that that 
should take, whether we do it chapter by chapter or whether we should do it early 
changes and then suggested changes afterwards it’s whatever would be the most 
convenient way of presenting it.  
 
04:37:03 
Chair:  
I was going to say I think it would be very helpful if it was in a single text but with 
two forms of annotations but whether that text appears chapter by chapter or in 
totality, I think I wouldn’t have any view on that, whatever is the easiest way to 
produce it. 
 
04:37:20 
Mr Barry Purcell: 
Certainly, I’ll see that that’s done. In terms of the Mayor’s team for this afternoon, the 
hot seat is going to be particularly incandescent this afternoon. We will start off with 
myself and Mr Lett but at various stages the seats that we’re occupying at the moment 
will be filled by, may also be filled by Neil Goldberg and David Tailor-Valiant. We 
are also supported by Jonathon Lee from ORS who many of you will remember from 
yesterday's technical seminar and he too may come to the table if needs be. We will 
also be supported by Mr Ward from the Homes and Communities Agency particularly 
on the question of viability. I hesitate to describe him as part of the Mayor’s team 
because he is formally from the Homes and Communities Agency. 
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04:38:11 
Chair:  
Thank you very much. 
 
04:38:22 
John Lett, GLA 
So both the SHLAA and the SHMA have their own particular purpose and indeed 
internal logic to them. and what we would like in the change that we would like to 
make to the Plan to bring clarity to it is to demonstrate how we reconcile as succinctly 
as possible, and in essence the SHMA balances different elements of the housing 
stock against the changing requirements of different types of households in London, 
and in pure net terms, as a result of that calculation, this produces a requirement for 
32,600 dwellings per annum, taking into account the likely flows between different 
elements of the stock like the different types of household. I should make clear that 
that is an average figure produced over 10 years. The SHLAA, in contrast, identifies 
the potential for new net additions to stock, as we heard yesterday, with regards to 
those figures, 32,210 that is a point in time calculation, sir. So we’re not looking at the 
same sorts of things. That being said, the 32,600 we think is a robust estimate, a sound 
basis for showing the net requirement for housing, taking into account these flows 
between the different parts of the stock.  
 
Now if we were to get a more appropriate comparator against the 32,100 supply, the 
2010 supply figure, the SHLAA’s 34,900 requirement figure is more appropriate as a 
monitoring benchmark, because this doesn’t net off the translation of notionally 
surplus large dwellings to small units through conversion, and we would be minded to 
recommend to the Mayor that this 34,900 would be the appropriate monitoring 
benchmark for the Plan. So, on this basis, there’s a gap of some 2,690 dwellings 
between the provision targets, 3001 which would be based in the future on the 32120, 
and the requirement monitoring benchmark of 34,900. We should, I think, advise the 
Mayor that this gap is significantly smaller than equivalent gaps in previous editions 
of the London Plan reflecting his very strong commitment to meeting Londoner’s 
housing requirements. The Plan addresses this gap, as it does already, by using the 
provision figures in table 3.1 as a minimum target, or minimum targets when broken 
down to a borough by borough level, to be exceeded by optimising the development 
of individual sites and other sorts of housing capacity. The SHMA suggests that one 
of these sources could very well be the notional surplus of larger dwellings which 
might be converted into smaller dwellings, and over the period covered by the Plan 
and identifying the notional scope of conversions to provide some 2,300 homes. 
However, we would advise the Mayor that he should also take into account the 
realities of the London housing market, and that this cannot form the basis for a 
blanket pan-London policy for giving particular encouragement to conversions over 
and above what policies do at the moment, particularly 3.3. Now this is already 
recognised, sir, in paragraph 3.41 and which points out the need to sensitively realise 
this capacity in the wider global circumstances, and the Plan itself. The table 3.1 
already assumes that some 1,600 homes will be generated through residential 
conversions in the future over the 10 year term of the target. The Mayor will therefore 
seek to clarify the further sources, over and above conversions, which might 
contribute to maximising or treating the targets as a minimum and seeking to 
maximise provision by optimising output on individual sites, for example through 
opportunity areas and as we alluded to yesterday, we believe that later on this 
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afternoon or tomorrow morning, we will hear the continuing pressure to realise that 
potential using opportunity area planning frameworks through intensification areas, 
town centres, and growth corridors and promoting the reuse of surplus public sector 
land. I hope that answers the question that you posed in your paragraph 15 in the 
notes, sir. 
 
04:41:07 
Chair: 
Indeed it does. In general terms, obviously we will be hearing, perhaps, some people 
arguing for increased targets as well as those who may be arguing for reduced targets, 
but obviously anything that goes into the Plan has to have, be realistic at this point in 
time and to have been through appropriate assessment if that is what is required, since 
one can’t just invent a number and put it in. Well, thank you very much for that 
helpful introduction. Is there anything further you wish to say at this moment before 
we move on to… 
 
04:42:18 
John Lett, GLA 
I think that’s about it… 
 
04:42:19 
John Lett, GLA 
I think the next stage we’ll be called on to say anything will be with regard to the 
issues that you’ve dealt with in paragraph 16 about the principle of figures in the light 
of the localism agenda. I think we’d reserve anything until we’ve dealt with that 
matter. 
 
04:42:34 
Chair: 
Right. Thank you very much. Well, really, I will now throw the matter open for 
discussion. You’ve heard that introduction and so we really need to get underway. 
Really I think at this point, before we get into the whole question of whether the 
figures are right in the light of that description, whether in fact there should be figures 
in the Plan at all. There are certainly a number of boroughs, and I think the 
Association of London Borough Planning Officers (who I don’t think are represented 
as such, though there may be members of it here) who argue that there probably 
shouldn’t be figures in the targets in the Plan. So is there any one of those councils 
who have argued along these lines who are actually present? I think Wandsworth 
made that argument in their representation so would you like to kick off? 
 
04:43:41 
Martin Howe, Wandsworth: 
We did make that argument. We believe that in the light of the localism agenda, it’s 
important that the boroughs' views are taken into consideration in setting the targets 
and we would argue that in fact this version of targets is markedly different from 
previous ones, in that in previous London housing capacity studies the boroughs 
negotiated with the GLA on the agreement of the target for their areas and that 
countered local factors which might impact on a borough’s ability to actually meet the 
target which resulted directly from the housing capacity study or in this case the 
SHLAA. And these factors have not been taken account of in the current targets and 
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they include factors like the fact that councils, as we heard yesterday, have got new 
policies which are coming forward through their core strategies and development plan 
documents, which will impact on some aspects of their delivery. For example, are the 
small sites, where both, I think, Wandsworth and Lambeth have policies which 
actually will restrict conversions in future because, in our case, our strategy is that we 
know that the new build will provide more smaller housing and we want to protect 
our existing family housing stock and, therefore, given that these factors were not 
taken into account in the SHLAA we do not feel they adequately represent the ability 
of boroughs to actually deliver the figures and in the light, particularly in the light of 
the localism agenda, we think that the GLA should look at the overall need for the 
strategic target for London as a whole, but it should be left to the boroughs to provide 
targets for their own areas, taking account of the need for London to actually meet its 
overall target. 
 
04:46:38 
Chair: 
If I understand you correctly, you’re saying that there could be, whether we take the 
32,600 or the 34,900 requirement, but it would be up to each borough to say what 
share of that it thought it could meet. 
 
04:46:50 
Martin Howe, Wandsworth: 
That’s correct, yes. And that would be, obviously, in consultation with the GLA 
through ... the development of it’s development plan documents, which have to be in 
general conformity with the London Plan. 
 
04:47:10 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. Mr Bronski, it’s Lambeth, I think, isn’t it? You’ve got your 
sign facing upwards, yes…? 
 
04:47:54 
Mr Bronski, Lambeth: 
Thank you. Good afternoon everyone. Well we don’t completely take the line that 
Wandsworth advocated. We very much take the points that were made about the 
nature and process. I think it’s important to bear in mind what the target figures are 
based on. They’re supposed to reflect the capacity within London and the technical 
note point that I raised yesterday emphasises that matter. It states some paragraph 
2.21, page 7, of that document, approximately second sentence from the bottom, is 
that the target figure, which is stated as 32,250 homes per annum, is considered 
‘realistic, deliverable, robust and achievable’ and the issue, in terms of principle, 
without getting involved in the particular details of our case, is whether that position 
has been arrived at. My colleague and neighbouring borough, London Borough of 
Wandsworth, have indicted that they don’t consider effective dialogue has taken 
place, that proper recognition has not taken place of changes in policy and the 
methodology for the preparation of the SHLAA itself highlights the fact that there 
should be recognition of changes in policy. However, and especially important in the 
localism agenda, the only policy change that they’ve been prepared to accept, in spite 
of evidence that, probably submitted by Wandsworth but I can only speak on behalf 
Lambeth, we have produced evidence, submitted evidence in due time, over a year 
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ago, and we have evidence trailing this, and in spite of what was said before, when it 
comes to the moment we can submit that information for the panel, but the only 
change they’re prepared to countenance is the Mayor’s approach to garden 
development in gardens.  
 
That is not considered to be acceptable. It doesn’t coincide with the statement made in 
the technical note and it’s far devoid from the moving agenda of localism and it’s 
completely inappropriate. An approach and a response saying that we’ve got to take 
an equal approach to everyone is acceptable as a starting point, but it needs to be 
varied, if there is sound, solid evidence, produced in good time to inform the 
conclusion, it’s totally inappropriate, I feel, for a sound approach to be taken to targets 
that we will need an all-boroughs, well, not all boroughs because there are different 
views, but many boroughs will want to pursue and actually deliver the assessments, 
it’s important that they should be right, and we agree with the technical note that it 
should be “a realistic, deliverable, robust and achievable figure”, but it can’t be that if 
it doesn’t take into account effective evidence and realistic changes in policy, as in 
our case. And our response is a little different towards the localism agenda and what 
we’ve proposed in our submission to the panel is allowing a degree of flexibility and 
trying to create a dialogue and scope for localism, set within a strategic planning 
context, because we do believe that there is a need for strategic planning in London 
and it is a good thing but it needs to be effective, and what is proposed in this 
particular case is not considered to be effective and rather than running through our 
various changes to allow that element of local flexibility, which may or may not meet, 
for example, the concerns raised by Wandsworth, we will commend those to the 
panel, to recommend to the Mayor to adopt in the spirit of localism. 
 
04:52:54 
Chair: 
Thank you very much indeed. We actually have those in writing so that’s very helpful 
and, indeed, later, you probably may wish still to argue that your own figures for your 
borough ought to be changed, regardless of that there’ll be an opportunity later for 
that. 
 
04:53:11 
Mr Bronski, Lambeth: 
We’d like to do that, thank you. 
 
04:53:12 
Chair: 
And London Borough of Barnet. 
 
04:53:14 
Barnet: 
I just want to endorse the comment made by my colleague at Lambeth around 
flexibility. I think in Barnet, as you know, we’ve made significant progress already in 
meeting London’s housing needs through our two area action plans of Colindale 
which has delivered 10,000 new homes and Mill Hill East another 2,500, and also… 
 
04:52:56 
Chair: 
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Can you perhaps speak a little more towards the microphone? It’s not coming over 
very well. 
 
04:53:58 
Barnet: 
Sorry. In Barnet, we’ve already made substantial progress in meeting housing need in 
London, largely through our opportunity areas and areas of intensification. We now, 
in response to the localism agenda and the change in politics, want to be able to take a 
more flexible approach to delivering additional housing in the borough. We’re now 
looking to revisit our 3 strands approach which was previously protection of the green 
belt, enhancement of our suburbs and town centres, and growth, largely on the west of 
the borough to consolidated growth, so acknowledging, what we’re looking for is the 
acknowledgement that we’ve already met a considerable amount of need in the 
borough, and we look for flexibility now from the GLA, working with us, to agree a 
target that then reflects the other ambitions within the borough around protection of 
the suburbs and enhancement of our town centres in particular. So I think it’s this 
point about flexibility that is very important to us. We’re not against a target figure 
necessarily but there needs to be a realism around that target which recognises what 
boroughs have already done to contribute and deliver that target. I mean there’s 
probably quite a lot more that we’ll want to say when we get onto the detail of the 
figures for the individual boroughs, but I think it’s worth us making that point now. 
 
04:54:24 
Chair: 
Thank you. And Bromley. 
 
04:54:32 
Bob McMillan, Bromley: 
Bob McMillan from Bromley, sir. I don’t want to repeat what other speakers have 
said, you’ll be glad to hear, I just want to make three points. One, Bromley supports 
the ALBPO letter which, I hope I don’t phrase it unfairly, by saying it essentially says 
that the Plan and the approach so far has failed to take on board the Secretary of 
State’s comments involving consultation with the boroughs. Clearly that hasn’t 
happened, although there’s been certain discussion possible on the fringes of figures, 
target figures. We’ve had that discussion, it hasn’t led to what we would regard as a 
meaningful discussion. And secondly, we would also endorse the point that the 
figures produced by the GLA, including the paper put round the table today in 3.18, 
referred to table 3.1 providing authoritative borough housing targets. We don’t think 
in an era of localism the word authoritative is the right adjective. I think London 
Councils suggested “indicative”, we might not even go that far, but certainly we think 
“authoritative” is the wrong word. And the final point I want to make is that although 
some acknowledgement has been given to the June 2010 revision to PPS3, in the 
sense that, as I understood it, some acknowledgement regarding land change policy 
has already informed the targets. I haven’t heard anything on the implications of the 
other main change in the June version of PPS3, namely the removal of the minimum 
density figure. That’s something we highlighted in our initial submissions to the 
enquiry, sir, and put bluntly Bromley’s position is that at least the bottom corner of 
the matrix needs to be looked at if there’s no longer a minimum density figure, 
because, as I understand the matrix, it starts off from the assumption of a minimum 
density figure, and that figure, or that analysis, I think hasn’t been done in any 
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revision to our figure or, indeed, I suspect, any revision to any other borough’s figure. 
Thank you, sir. 
 
04:57:15 
Chair: 
Thank you very much indeed. Now, London Councils, it seems somewhat appropriate 
to bring you in at this point. 
 
04:55:51 
London Councils: 
I’d like to draw attention to the work that London’s local authorities have been doing 
with the GLA around the new, revised architectural housing investment divisions. 
There has been a devolved delivery framework agreed between local authorities in 
London and the GLA. This framework would allow local authorities, from April next 
year, basically objective decision-making powers over a slice of the total housing 
investment pot for London. This is a voluntary process, not all boroughs will want to 
go ahead with this, but those that do will be expected to agree a devolved delivery 
agreement with the Mayor, and this will have agreed outputs for housing, for 
affordable housing, for a range of criteria that they’ll be expected to deliver against in 
exchange for the decision-making ability, sorry, the ability to decide how housing 
investment is spent in their area. I think in this new context, from April next year, it’s 
inappropriate for these targets to be labelled as targets. This is why we are arguing 
that they should be considered indicative targets. In this new process outcomes would 
be agreed through negotiation between the boroughs and the GLA, and the GLA may 
wish to indicate where it sees housing coming forward, and I think as an indicative 
level for each borough, that’s helpful but in this new architecture it will be for both 
parties to negotiate and to agree. 
 
04:59:58 
Chair: 
Well, I think you’ve made the point that you think the figures should be called 
indicative. But your earlier point, essentially, was referring to housing investment. 
Now, obviously, if there is affordable housing components in a private scheme, which 
there usually would be, that is relevant but, essentially, you’re talking about 
investment rather than the working of the market, as such. 
 
04:59:33 
London Councils: 
Yes, but, in order to… 
 
04:59:35 
Chair: 
I can see that there is an interrelationship.  
 
04:59:35 
London Councils: 
I think, yeah, there absolutely is, and any agreement must be compliant with both the 
housing strategy and the London Plan. I think that’s non-negotiable, so I think it’s 
really important, actually, the two are aligned. 
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04:58:36 
Chair: 
Ok. We’ve obviously moved on. Are you wanting to just come back in again? 
 
04:58:48 
New speaker: 
If I may just pick up on a point that I omitted to refer to? 
 
04:58:53 
Chair: 
Ok. 
 
04:58:53 
Previous speaker: 
Simply that the proposal via the GLA and the Mayor to look at these figures with a 
different methodology in two or so years time, we don’t consider is acceptable. The 
issue is before us now. It needs to be addressed now. I think the panel has heard a 
range of views from boroughs and the London Council about how the issue could be 
addressed and we feel strongly that it should be addressed now, not deferred for the 
future. 
 
04:59:50 
Chair: 
Right, ok, thank you. I imagine I’m going to hear further ranges of views before we 
finish this afternoon and Thursday, but thank you. And obviously events move on so 
there will have to be a review of these figures unless the world comes to a very abrupt 
end. So I still take your point. I think, at this point, as we have already moved into the 
question of not just whether there should be figures or should not be figures or 
whether they should be caveated as Lambeth suggest or indicative, we’d better now 
hear from the Home Builders Federation to hear the argument that they, I think, 
probably should be minimum before we get into any arguments as to whether they 
should be higher. 
 
05:00:00 
Home Builders Federation: James Stevens 
Thank you very much, sir. Yes, I did just want to confine my comments at this stage 
to this particular issue about the target. I think contrary to what we’ve heard the 
London Boroughs, or some of the London Boroughs saying here, it is still the 
government, the new government’s intention to build more homes than the last 
government and it’s various statements have supported that and the note that 
accompanied the eradication of the Regional Strategy said that local authorities must 
still carry on planning and it also refers to the need for an evidence base for new 
housing targets and possibly, still, the five year land supply mechanism still 
functioning, although I accept its reference to that is slightly ambiguous and a bit 
wishy-washy. But the main point that I’d like to make is that it is my understanding 
that many London Boroughs do not have Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessments, which have been carried out in accordance with PPS3 and indeed they 
were absolved from carrying those out because of the London wide study which John 
Lett and his team have been leading. And the boroughs were supposed, were 
obligated, to actually contribute to that process. I think it’s quite clear actually, from 
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some of the representations that written statements that we’ve seen with a lot of local 
authorities disputing what’s actually gone into those, and saying that certain large 
sites aren’t going to come forward, though they probably haven’t been cooperating.  
 
But, whatever my reservations about the London Housing Capacity Study, SHLAA, 
are, and I’ve set those out, I set those reservations out in two letters, one to Andrew 
Melville, the Government Office for London, for effectively allowing, absolving, the 
boroughs from carrying out proper SHLAAs and in my letter to Chris Poulton, 
feeding back comments on the process, whatever my reservations about the London 
Housing Capacity Study, it is the best study that we’ve got at the moment, given the 
paucity of what’s available among the London Boroughs. So therefore, I think the 
target is too low but, on the basis of the study that has been carried out, I think it’s 
absolutely vital that we stick with the target that is within that, which is the 32,000 
and that boroughs, that that’s made a minimum target, and that boroughs are obliged 
to adhere to that. Thank you, sir. 
 
05:03:09 
Chair: 
Thank you. Town and Country Planning Association. 
 
05:03:18 
Town and Country Planning Association: Duncan Bowie 
Thank you very much, Chair. I wanted to, I mean I was originally intending to 
comment later on the detail, but feel obliged to contribute to this discussion on 
whether there should be a strategic target at all, given some of the new conceptual 
discussions at a political level on the balance between strategic decision-making and 
the localism agenda. I can understand a number of boroughs wishing to use some of 
those recent political debates as an opportunity to reconsider the relationship of 
London-wide target setting, which has been built up by agreement, right back to the 
days of the London Planning Advisory Committee which was of course borough-
controlled before the mayoralty was established. The methodology of the capacity 
studies has been developed; this being the fifth, if I understand it correctly, capacity 
study and actually the methodology of this study is rather similar to the methodology 
of the study in 2004. What I think we have some difficulty understanding is how you 
would actually have a more locally derived target-setting arrangement which was 
consistent with a London-wide target and as to how a London-wide target could be set 
which wasn’t based on a London-wide capacity study, with the involvement of all the 
boroughs, which is how the process has been developed over a considerable length of 
time. I think the suggestion that the Mayor would derive one London-wide target and 
then individual boroughs would choose from separate information and separate 
policies whether or not, or what level they contributed towards that target would mean 
that there was a serious inconsistency. One of the advantages of the methodology 
developed, as I say, by consensus over a long period of time in London, has actually 
been the fact that there has been basic principles applied to land capacity across 
London as a whole, where there isn’t effectively separate treatment of individual sites 
reflecting degrees of variation of borough policies. There is an interaction between 
London-wide principles on density and assessment of deliverability and local factors 
including characteristics. But basically a system by which any separate treatment has 
to be explicitly justified in terms of agreed criteria. That has in previous studies led to 
a very substantive consensus across the boroughs, with obviously some marginal 
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tidying up of individual figures as corrections are made and the Mayor’s clearly been 
through that exercise again, there will always be outstanding issues but I think moving 
to a situation which fundamentally challenges the principle of a London-wide 
consistent approach to the use of London's scarce land resources within the agreed 
published strategic policy, I think what we’re seeing is a challenge to that basic 
strategic approach to London as a single city as part of a wider metropolitan region. I 
do find that a considerable concern in terms of the implications it would have for, 
shall we say, misuse or inappropriate use of the resources we have and for serious 
inconsistencies in our capital city at a time when, clearly from the figures provided, 
there is an urgent need to meet a whole series of  unmet requirements. I’m sure in 
later contributions and discussions we’ll come back to the balance between the 
tenures and the affordability categories. Like colleagues here, I have some specific 
queries on deliverability and some issues on sustainability of the targets, but I come 
back to those later. I think at this point we do need to stress from the TCPA how 
absolutely critical it is that we maintain a target system that is based on an agreed 
methodology which has been built up and has been widely accepted and put to one 
side, possibly for later discussion and later government guidance, alternative 
approaches on which we have to stress the government has not given specific 
guidance. The guidance on the SHLAA is still in effect and in generality I think we 
should all recognise that this study, as others have said, is probably the best study in 
the country in terms of compliance with government guidance. 
 
05:07:50 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. And the Consortium of London Developers. 
 
05:07:56 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers: 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers. Really just on the point of principle, 
we too strongly endorse the need for targets. The delivery of housing is a strategic 
matter, set out in the GOL Circular, as you know, and you’ll recall going from very 
early sessions of the EIP, the Mayor recognised the delivery of housing as a key 
objective of the London Plan. And we believe that the targets are necessary to assist in 
providing the weight to help deliver that objective. I think, perhaps at a more planning 
application level, we do find that targets are helpful in setting an encouraging 
framework for bringing forward applications and discussions with local authorities. 
So we strongly support targets within the London Plan. We do welcome the 
recognition that those targets should be minimum or minima, and we do have some 
further comments on that, perhaps later in the discussion, but on your question in 
terms of principle we’re strongly supportive of the targets. 
 
05:09:10 
Chair: 
Ok, thank you very much. And Mr Bolton, Strategic London Planning. 
 
05:09:14 
Mr Bolton, Strategic London Planning: 
Thank you. Do you want me to just deal with ‘should there be targets?’ or do you also 
want me to deal with the question of “why they should be minimum?”? 
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05:09:21 
Chair: 
Targets and minimum but not any argument as to what they should be. 
 
05:09:26 
Mr Bolton, Strategic Land Planning Trust: 
That’s fine, just so I’m clear. In terms of why should there be a figure in the Plan, or 
figures in the Plan, it is one of the few elements of the Plan  that actually has a spatial 
element to it. If you take that away, I think you must fundamentally ask ‘Should we 
have a plan for London?’. Because that, I see, as being one of the main purposes of 
the Plan for London. It’s an international city, should it be allowed to be developed in 
a fairly ad hoc loose level with localism being derived from the lowest power base in 
terms of the local boroughs? My view is no, that is not the way to plan for a world 
city and I would suggest that one needs to plan for the city as a whole and that means 
putting in some basic building blocks of what a plan is; how much development is 
needed and roughly where that should be. That seems to me to be one of the basic 
properties of a plan. The other basic properties of a plan, and I will come back to this 
later, but I would say it’s about looking at the facts before you, and drawing up 
policies to address those and one of the points I would put down for later discussion 
is, I think in this case, the policies have been decided and then, if you like, the facts 
have been made to fit. In terms of what we’ve heard from other contributors, we’re 
being told the Plan has to be flexible to be effective. In terms of flexibility, I might be 
wrong but I’m reading this as being able to provide less in certain areas, and in terms 
of effectiveness, what is it we’re measuring against? If we don’t have a figure there to 
measure against, how are we measuring effectiveness? Are we going to measure, for 
example, by improved affordability? If I can just move on to why we should have a 
minimum, the Plan promises, that’s probably not too strong a word, to actually 
address certain things and on page 27 of the Plan it talks about a ‘city that meets the 
challenges of economic and population growth’, it talks about improving the life for 
Londoners, about addressing issues of inequality among Londoners. Now, can a plan 
that delivers less than the minimum, that’s set out, actually achieve that? Now, 
yesterday, we heard that the projections that have been produced, in other words what 
the demand might be in London, with all things being the same, would have the same 
level of affordability at the end of the Plan as at the beginning. I don’t actually think 
that addresses Point 1 on page 57. So the minimum level we’re aiming for doesn’t 
really address that point. If we go below that, it certainly doesn’t address that point. 
We know that it’s based on the out-migration of London families. Again, I don’t think 
that it addresses Point 1 but, if you went below the figure, it surely wouldn’t address 
it. So I think that a lower figure than, a lower figure for provision overall, certainly 
wouldn’t meet the objectives as set out in the Plan. That leaves you two alternatives. 
If you’re taking away the figures, take away some of these objectives as well, that 
would seem the fair thing to do. If you go that far we could all go home now early I 
think, because you could really just take the Plan away. I’m not suggesting that’s what 
you do. I think it’s that we need a strategic plan for a world city and I think we need 
minimum figures but I’ll come back and talk about what those should be. 
 
05:13:32 
Chair: 
Thank you very much, Mr Bolton. I won’t come back to you again, Mr Bronski, just 
at the moment. We’ll hear from the amenity societies, the London Forum, Mr Bach? 
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05:15:35 
Michael Bach, the London Forum: 
Right, I think I’ll give you the headlines first. This is probably the most sophisticated 
chapter in so far as it’s evidence-based and is probably the most negotiated chapter 
with regard to the detail. All the boroughs and other people were involved in such 
things as the SHLAA and the Housing Capacity Study and the individual sites were 
discussed fully with the boroughs and they dropped some of the sites as you heard 
yesterday. And the capacity was the midpoint of the appropriate density range. A 
good deal of agreeing was achieved and I think it’s probably one of the most 
sophisticated aspects of the Plan, along with the density policy. So I don’t know 
where the people who are appearing today were, or whether they were in touch with 
the people in their own authority who were actually involved in site-by-site one.  
 
We support the basis of the target. We support borough-level targets in addition to the 
London-wide target. We agree they should be realistic and we think they are. We 
agree that they should be minimum targets to be exceeded where appropriate, that the 
annual target should be indicative and it should say so in table 3.1, which it doesn’t. It 
should make clear that these are net additional figures, again 3.1 should make that 
clear. And I know it’s probably a slip of the tongue from John Lett, it’s about 
optimising the use of the sites rather than maximising them. Sorry, should I say that 
louder? It’s about optimising rather than maximising. But I think that point has been 
well accepted now and we don’t need to labour over that one. With regard to a point 
about minimum density figures for London, there have been many density figures for 
London since the Greater London Development Plan and if you’d like to know what it 
is, it’s 35 dwellings per hectare, that’s not how it was expressed then, but that’s how 
you would convert it and has little to do with a much lower figure for the rest of the 
country which has been taken out of the guidance. But it’s quite clear that if we’re 
going to optimise the use of sites that there does need to be the idea of a floor and it’s 
not a particularly high density either. So we think the study was done with full 
participation and we were one of the participants in it and witnessed it. We didn’t 
witness the borough negotiations, I agree. And that the only way you’re going to 
deliver the figures that people agree to be a London-wide target is that people sign up 
to take their share and it adds up in the end. Now, if people late in the day decide 
they’d like to plead localism as the way out of their target, I think it’s doing London a 
disservice to do that because if we can agree the London-wide target, we ought to be 
able to agree what’s a reasonable share. And the sad thing is that some of the 
boroughs that are appearing have got some of the lowest targets which I just don’t 
understand. Bromley with 5,000 is the 10th lowest, Hillingdon is the 8th lowest. 
They’re not particularly high compared with a lot of others and indeed some of the 
more densely populated boroughs have got higher targets than they have. So I find it’s 
opportunistic rather than based on evidence and it’s easy to say circumstances have 
changed, we’re talking about a plan that’s going to last to 2031 and certainly the 
current set of targets for the next ten years. 
 
05:19:35 
Chair: 
Thank you very much, Mr Bach. Now Just Space Network.. 
 
05:19:40 
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Michael Edwards, Just Space Network: 
Thank you, Michael Edwards, for the Just Space Network. We’ll be very brief now 
because we’ll come back more strongly on other issues later on, particularly I think 
the discussion of the aggregate target, which we’re on at this moment, is difficult 
because this is a target for all tenures combined and the different kinds of 
uncertainties in forecasting need and demand to these various sectors, which were 
rehearsed at length yesterday, clearly are very different. Our concern is that the 
overwhelmingly important consideration, for the Plan and the panel, is the 
maintenance of targets for social housing to rent at an aggregate and a borough-by-
borough level, that that is much more important than the target for all housing 
combined. But those targets for all housing combined we do think are important and 
should be retained for exactly the reasons that have just been stated by the London 
Forum. We’d point out that the Mayor has very few ways of influencing market 
demand, credit supply, demand for second homes, flow of demand into London from 
overseas buyers, overseas investors, what happens with fiscal policy favouring 
different tenures or house purchase at all, all of those things completely outside the 
control of the Mayor and really all he can do is to try to influence supply. The 
cutbacks in housing land allocations which seem likely in adjoining areas, outside the 
Greater London boundary, which again were subjected to quite a lot of speculation 
yesterday, make this even more important because if surrounding areas are going to 
do less to meet our overspill needs, we’ll have to do more internally so we should 
favour the maintenance of targets inside London and perhaps even their expansion.  
 
We spoke yesterday also about the proposed cuts in housing benefit and there was 
much written about it in today’s newspapers as well, and clearly this is something 
which is going to have some extremely severe effects if it’s implemented, and will 
serve to increase the need for social rented housing in particular, as a way in which 
mixed communities can be sustainable in many parts of London, not just the centre. 
 
05:22:22 
Chair: 
Could I just caution that we’re going to have two days next week on the affordable 
housing issue. 
 
05:22:26 
Michael Edwards, Just Space. 
We are. That’s where we shall mainly make our pitch, but we think the overall targets 
are important and, if anything, they’re made more important by the changes which we 
discussed yesterday and the change in policy environment further reinforces the 
importance of retaining them. 
 
05:22:41: 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. Obviously you have just touched upon the complexities in 
forecasting overall demand and we’ve obviously got the SHLAA, not the SHLAA, the 
SHMA which did that one, I’m not quite sure how you pronounce that, but obviously 
a basic bedrock is the actual household forecasts which are, I think, at 34,000 so they 
are pretty well the same as the figure coming out of the SHMA, you would expect that 
to be slightly higher, there are going to be arguments later probably, as to whether that 
is right as it’s trying to address backlog as well as meeting the increasing demand but 
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no doubt we will come shortly to this issue of whether there may be greater pressures 
from outside when we get the arguments about what the actual level should be.  
Now The London Tenants Federation. 
 
05:22:02 
The London Tenants Federation:  Sharon Hayward 
I think the London Tenants Federation would argue that the setting of targets is not a 
separate issue to the aggregate issue but actually is part and parcel of it and the overall 
target is actually rather dependant on what kind of housing is produced and how well 
any of that housing meets need, either in terms of size of properties or type of tenure. 
And a particular problem that we’ve had, certainly since the period that’s been 
covered by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and figures that we’ve looked 
over the last three years, we’d say we’re consistently producing much much more 
market housing in London than is required, to the extent that in the preliminary 
assessment made by ORC, the assessment was that there’s no more need for market 
rented housing for the next ten years. Now that was a preliminary finding and 
obviously there’s been a lot of jiggling around of the figures since then but the 
assessment was that actual need represented, the need for housing in London was 70% 
social rented and 30% intermediate. 
 
05:23:25 
Chair: 
I think we are stretching into next week’s discussion quite substantially here. 
 
05:23:28 
The London Tenants Federation:  Sharon Hayward 
I think this is a key item of what is produced. You have an aggregate, if you have an 
overall target and that consistently produces too much of one type of housing, 
impacting on the needs of another section of the community, all sections of the 
community do have to be taken into account in this target. It’s difficult to assess if the 
targets are pushing, if the overall targets are pushing, more of the type of housing that 
isn’t actually required in London, the too much one and two bedroom properties in the 
market sector, and insufficient family dwellings, and insufficient social rented 
housing, then there is a question of whether those targets, whether it is in fact having 
the targets that produces that, and how we actually get, whether the figures keeping 
the aggregate, the overall targets, will in fact produce the levels of social rented 
housing that is so desperately needed in London. And currently, social rented housing, 
certainly over the last three years, in the figures that we analysed, have actually been 
produced only a third of actual need. If the overall targets don’t help to address that, 
then there is a question, there is a question that must be put over having overall 
targets. A far far more important target is that for affordable and particularly social 
rented housing, but there is a big question mark over the overall targets which 
consistently produce double the amount of market housing that there is ever any 
evidence of need for. 
 
05:25:07 
Chair: 
Thank you. Obviously there is a problem in separating the requirement for London 
from that of the greater south east, where it is very clear that there is under-provision 
taking place outside London at any point in time, even before there were any 
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cutbacks, I think the figures, if you compare the south east of England and the East of 
England Plan with the household growth figures in those areas, that shows that. So I 
think it’s a bit difficult to isolate London from the whole of it’s travel to work area, 
it’s basic catchment area. But I think, I’ve taken note of all those points, but you’ll 
have very much opportunity to argue those again when we come to think about how 
you would actually achieve the levels of social housing provision that you consider 
are necessary because obviously one’s got to look to a realistic provision and how that 
provision is created, either through the affordable housing policies or through direct 
public investment. I know of no other way in which one will achieve social housing, 
other than through one or other of those two mechanisms so I think we’ve got to look 
at that next week, when we come to the affordable housing policies. 
 
05:26:17 
The London Tenants Federation:  Sharon Hayward 
We do indeed but I still feel it is still appropriate to look at issues such as 
overproduction of one type of housing if that’s what the overall target is producing. If 
there is no way in which the levels of social rented housing that are required are 
needed, then why are the figures consistently so high, when it results in twice as much 
market housing as is actually required. The impact is the change, and significant 
change, in a lot of areas across London to be more transient areas and these aren’t just 
academic debates that sit without realities upon the communities in which we all live 
and the reality is certainly in inner London, in the CAZ areas, is massive 
developments of market housing, when there is huge need for social rented housing. 
The impact of that is overcrowding, the impact is moving poorer communities out of 
the centre to the very outskirts of London. It is questionable then how this relates to 
the overall targets. 
 
05:27:32 
Excuse me. Can I just point out… Drew Stevenson. 
 
05:27:40 
Drew Stevenson: 
Thank you, Chair. I have a lot of sympathy with the views of the London Tenants 
Federation but my conclusion is not that it undermines the value of the overall target, 
it’s that the proportion within the overall target, which is broadly right, between 
different tenures is still wrong and I will come to address that later on in the debate. 
I’ve already submitted a paper to you, sir, in which I point out that the wilful, I’ll put 
it that way, undersupply of affordable homes is leading to, well, given that the overall 
target remains the same and the projected supply of affordable housing is beneath the 
requirement then it does lead to an oversupply of market housing which is the point 
which has just been made. I think the problem is not with the overall target, it’s with 
the amount of affordable housing that’s being targeted. Having said that, I’ll go back 
to your introduction, Chair, where you said that this is probably the most contentious 
issue before the examination. I’d go a little beyond that, I’m afraid, and put a personal 
responsibility on you, Chair. I think it actually goes to the heart of the survival of 
meaningful regional planning. This is clearly under attack in the Mr Pickles letter, the 
RSS and beyond London have been abandoned; the position in determining housing 
targets at the more local level outside London is in chaos and I’m very scared that as 
the Strategic Land Planning Trust was suggesting, we might enter that era of chaos 
within London. If I may say so, and I think you have a huge responsibility here, Chair, 
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to be absolutely clear that this is the biggest issue facing London; it matters 
desperately to hundreds of thousands of people in London on a day-by-day basis, and 
the targets are the targets; they need to be maintained and boroughs need to do their 
wilful, willing, I should say, bit to ensure that those targets are met. So I would urge 
you, sir, to maintain the inclusion of targets, to accept some need for flexibility, but at 
the end of the day London does need that amount of housing and the boroughs are the 
players who can provide it. 
 
05:31:49 
Chair: 
Well, we haven’t heard from London First yet, so we’ll hear your contribution. 
 
05:31:57 
Judith Salomon, London First. 
Thank you, sir. Judith Salomon from London First. We do believe that it’s 
fundamentally important that the targets do remain in the London Plan, the GOL 
circular at paragraph 2.26 does highlight housing delivery as one of the crucial 
elements of the London Plan and the level of need, which we’ve already heard some 
about this morning, we’ll hear next week, is such that housing delivery is a priority 
and the targets are essential to do that. London is a single housing market area, 
housing needs therefore need to be assessed and planned on a pan-London basis, not 
withstanding our concerns which we’ll come to on the distribution of supply. We 
don’t think it’s realistic for each borough to seek to meet it’s own demands, 
particularly as the availability of land is greatest in the east. We’ve heard about the 
localism agenda, but London is different from the rest of the country, not least 
because it has a  democratically elected mayor, because of the level of need, because 
of the complexity of developing in the capital, and, as we’ve heard, because of the 
involvement of the boroughs in the SHMA, which is different to what happens in the 
rest of the country. Given the level of cuts we’re expecting in the CSR later this 
month, I don’t think it makes sense, as the HBF have said, that this regional analysis, 
which has taken considerable time and is very rigorous, is then repeated on a 
borough-by-borough basis, that would be a waste of resource at a time when all the 
boroughs are going to have far less resource. If you look at the annual monitoring 
reports, supply in London has very much tracked the target, our fear therefore is if 
you don’t have a target, supply will fall. We don’t agree with London Council’s 
suggestion of inserting the word ‘indicative’ because we think the purpose of that is 
actually to loosen this and the level of need is such that we can’t loosen the imperative 
to deliver housing. We agree, as others have said, that the target should be a 
minimum, particularly, as we’ll come onto it, that the proposed target is lower than 
that advised by the NHPAU level of household growth and therefore if it goes even 
lower we’re going to exacerbate London’s problems. Finally, sir, we’ve heard that we 
only need a target for social housing, as you said, that the only way to deliver social 
housing is either through the planning system or through grant and I think we’re all 
expecting quite a dramatic cut to affordable housing grant after the CSR, so absolutely 
fundamental to delivering social housing in London will be delivering market 
housing. Thank you, sir. 
 
05:34:19 
Chair: 
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I think my comments were meant to be slightly wider than just grant and the planning 
system, there is obviously publically owned land and matters that are tweaking it, but 
some form of public input. Well I think not everyone is coming back for a second 
bite. The National Housing Federation. 
 
05:34:54 
Steven Hensley, National Housing Federation: 
Thank you, sir. Steven Hensley (of Tetlow King) for the NHF. Just briefly, the 
principle of minimum targets we support, minimum targets we believe have served 
London very well in the past. Minimum targets haven’t been found in other parts of 
the country over the years. And I think the question really is ‘what harm can 
minimum targets have?’ when we have a position of increasing housing need. I think 
that’s really the test. In terms of the detail of what those targets should be we’ll come 
back on those but the idea of watering down with the use of the word ‘indicative’, I 
don’t think is appropriate and we ought to stick with minimum. 
 
05:35:49 
Chair: 
I’ll work back round the table. So Mr Bolton, you wanted another comment? 
 
05:35:50 
Mr Bolton, Strategic Land Planning Trust: 
Just a quick one because I won’t be here next week to talk about the affordability 
issue. But I do think that the RS work that is used to support it and has been referred 
to by the London Tenants Federation is fundamentally flawed. I highlighted yesterday 
at the meeting that it fails a reality test in terms of it incorrectly projected the number 
of houses that would be developed and sold to people on the open market. If it’s sold 
to people it is meeting a demand. My fundamental objection to the Plan is it fails to 
meet the population's, London’s population housing needs, despite tenure. Tenure’s 
secondary. Lets get the housing first to meet those people, lets get those people into 
houses. Tenure is a secondary issue, a greater supply of housing will change 
affordability, it means that you might not need to have the ratios being proposed. And 
just to back that up, where is the evidence of the oversupply of market housing? Have 
prices dropped in the last 10 years in London? That would be a common indicator of 
oversupply, if they’ve dropped in comparison to the rest of the country. I don’t think 
the evidence is there that that’s the case. Are there large levels of vacancy over the 
period of 10 years? No, again I don’t believe there’s evidence of that, not over that 
time period. So I come back to the point, I do not think that you should be swayed by 
the idea that there should only be targets for social housing because I think housing is 
a fundamental human right to all members of the population, and I think it’s 
discriminatory to suggest that some members of the population can have targets set so 
that their housing demands can be met and other elements of the population do not 
have targets so their housing needs can be met. I find that a highly discriminatory 
policy and would ask you to not go down that line. Thank you. 
 
05:36:22 
Chair: 
Town and Country Planning Association 
 
05:36:23 
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Town and Country Planning Association: Duncan Bowie 
Thank you, sir. I wanted to comment on the element of the question that relates to 
meeting existing and future housing needs in the context of the ORS study. Is this the 
point to do that? Yes, I’ll assume it is. 
 
05:37:01 
Chair: 
If you’re wanting to get to a suggestion as to what the actual levels are, I think it isn’t 
yet that point, we will just get round the table again and I hope then we’ll have a 
response from the GLA on the general principle of the inclusion of targets and 
whether they should be indicative, flexible, minimum, whatever the appropriate 
phrase is that is being urged upon us but not actually yet what the figure should be. 
 
05:37:26 
Town and Country Planning Association: Duncan Bowie 
Well, Chair, I really wanted to pick up on your point about the reference to the 
backlog issue because this actually affects not just the affordable housing element but 
the level of demand as a whole, and really to make the point that although I’m 
generally in agreement with the methodology of ORS, there is an issue which is that 
the study is, of course, two years old. I mean this is the difficulty with any study in 
relation to the Plan, and therefore there is an issue about developments in terms of 
housing need over the last two years and the impact that has on the backlog. I mean 
given the undersupply there has been, especially of affordable housing, there are 
issues of increasing backlog since the study was undertaken and probably aren’t 
adequately reflected in the overall figures, and I’m aware from the technical session 
yesterday that a number of issues were raised about the use of temporary 
accommodation, changes in policy, housing benefit, and so forth but even sticking 
with the ORS methodology, I think there is an issue about new information and how 
that can be taken on board and the extent to which that understates the degree of 
overall unmet demand, as well as that arising from population growth. I think there 
are also some issues which have always been difficult ones on this kind of exercise, 
on assumptions about movements between elements of the stock in terms of the flows 
analysis and the assumptions made within the study about more effective use of stock. 
This has always been the issue about whether you do assume that people will move so 
that they’re less overcrowded and less under-occupying but within the overall 
governance and policy constraints there is very little ability for the Mayor or anybody 
else to actually bring that into effect, and therefore there are issues about having to 
assume that there will be a continued and potentially increasing levels of under-
occupation  and the additional demand that itself generates, especially the additional 
pressures on the social rented sector. But even within the figures as proposed in the 
Strategic Housing Market Analysis with regard to the proposed Plan, and I think this 
is an issue for today because it’s not just about affordable housing per se, it’s about 
the balance across the programme. We do have an explicit, significant undersupply of 
social rented  provision, in fact only 54% of the requirement is in the implied target, 
but an actually overprovision, taking the ORS figures as they are at 5,000 units per 
annum on the market sector and 1,500 crudely figures per annum on the intermediate 
sector. So with the Plan as proposed, and I’m conscious there are fundamental issues 
of investment and deliverability and viability, there is actually an implied plan to 
actually increase the backlog of need for social rented housing by 66,400 households 
over the 10 year plan period, that clearly doesn’t seem to me some of the fundamental 



 

DRLP EiP 5 October 2010  Afternoon - housing targets - p20 of 70 
 

objectives set within the Plan of at least mitigating, never mind reducing the extent of 
the undersupply across all forms of provision in terms of some of the broader social 
equity agendas as well, I know we will come back to that in some detail in later 
discussions but I think it is an absolute fundamental point that while the Mayor is 
claiming there is an overall balance between supply and requirement, the implied 
targets within the Plan are split down by affordability categories do lead to that very 
serious inversion of the various components and this is obviously within a context 
where there has been very significant undersupply of social rented provision for 
many, many years, but certainly over the last ten years that the mayoralty has existed. 
I nearly used the term morality which probably should be referred to there as well. 
 
05:42:22 
Chair: 
Thank you very much for that very helpful contribution. Obviously in terms of the up-
to-date-ness of the data in which we’re working, it is a general problem and not just 
related to the SHMA, we’re currently using, obviously, 2006-based household 
projections, the 2008 can be sort of tentatively sort of thought about because we’ve 
had the population ones but we’re actually in, we’re passed mid-2010 already so 
obviously time moves on and we’ve just been through a year, two years with very low 
overall housing output, not just in the social sector but in the market sector as well. So 
I think we have to live with whatever statistics we’ve got because that’s what we’ve 
got and I don’t think there’s an easy way round that, as if you try to manipulate some 
but not the totality, we will probably get to a more difficult position, but moving 
round, Mr Bach. 
 
05:43:28 
Michael Bach, the London Forum: 
Thank you. I’d like to agree very much with Drew Stephenson and I hope to help you 
in the challenge that he gave you. London is different, it’s totally different from the 
rest of the country and it always has been in the way it’s approached the issue of 
planning for housing. Elsewhere it’s just a question of “can you find some brown field 
sites?” and “how much green field sites do you have to realise in order to meet your 
projected need?”. Aren’t they lucky? We are struggling constantly to calculate the 
capacity to house people in London and that’s why there’s this Housing Capacity 
Study to try and dredge down and find as much land as we can. And it’s always been 
a question of “can we meet the needs?” not “can we meet the demand?”. Therefore 
the approach that we have to take and the methodology and the policy has to be 
different than outside London and whilst the regions outside London may calmly 
dispense with housing targets at district level, I don’t think we can afford to do that in 
London and we actually have to try and find minimum targets that are going to 
actually deliver the housing we need. So, if you want to say “why do it for London 
when it’s not been done elsewhere?” I think we have to recognise that London is very 
different, highly constrained and we have to optimise the use of the sites that 
everybody agrees are available. Why people need to now renege on what they’ve 
previously found to be available, I don’t know and I don’t think localism is anything 
in this case, although I’m a subscriber to it, anything more than a fig leaf for trying to 
bargain down the numbers. 
 
[ exchange about whether he is audible.] 
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05:46:35 
Michael Bach, the London Forum: 
The expression localism is now just being used as a fig leaf for not trying to produce 
the numbers. The numbers were agreed that could be met, and I think we should try 
and firm up those numbers and treat them as the minimum to be provided because 
otherwise we’re not going to meet the needs of Londoners. Finally, the aim is to meet 
the housing needs of Londoners, not the housing needs of the south east, not the 
housing needs of the international market, not the need for an investment vehicle for 
people from other parts of the world, it’s actually to house Londoners, and that’s why 
the target, which is based on trying to work out what we need in London, is the one 
that we ought to be trying to achieve. 
 
05:47:26 
Chair: 
Thank you. Then we’ll move down the boroughs and finish up with London Councils. 
So, Wandsworth. 
 
05:47:32 
Martin Howe, Wandsworth: 
Martin Howe. I think that there’s a few points I’d like to make in answer to some of 
the points that have been made by some of the other speakers and that’s one thing that 
we did participate fully in the SHLAA process, we identified a number of sites 
ourselves and brought them forward because we were well underway at producing our 
site specific allocations documents. But the difference between this SHLAA, or this 
Housing Capacity Study in previous ones is that the figures were not agreed by the 
boroughs and it’s not a case of us agreeing something and then trying to knock it 
down, as one of the other speakers said. In previous rounds we have raised and 
questioned some of the figures that have come out and we do not believe that the 
figures that we have now are deliverable for our borough, for a number of reasons 
which we’ve expressed in letters to  the Mayor, both at officer and member level and 
we were told that the GLA would not enter into discussions about the deliverability or 
the nature of the figures but those would be matters for the EIP process and we think 
because of that, we didn’t want to be in this position to actually go into the level of 
detail at this examination, which we have to, or we feel we have to, in order to 
achieve a target for the borough which we think is deliverable because we do take our 
targets actually seriously and we have delivered and we recognise that the target for 
Wandsworth will need to significantly go up because of the nature of sites coming 
forward, particularly in the Vauxhall-Nine Elms-Battersea opportunity area. So it’s a 
question of the fact that these figures were not agreed with the boroughs prior to, 
some boroughs were probably really happy with their figures and therefore they’re 
quite happy not to challenge them, but for those that have got significant increases or 
local factors which actually will impact on their deliverability, then we feel that that 
needs to be taken into account and it needs to be taken into account not only in the 
figures for the individual boroughs but what the cumulative impact of those factors in 
different boroughs are on then the gap between the figure that comes from supply and 
the figure from need and it’s quite convenient that the gap is rather small, but that’s 
before really some aspects of deliverability have actually been fully explored. 
 
05:50:44 
Chair: 
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We will have an opportunity to look at the Wandsworth figures in detail on Thursday 
I think and we’ll obviously seek to understand exactly where Wandsworth feels that 
the figures are wrong, whether in relation to Vauxhall, Nine Elms or elsewhere in the 
borough. Thank you. Bromley. 
 
05:51:01 
Bob McMillan, Bromley: 
Thank you, Bob McMillan, sir. One of the main reasons I’m responding is I think 
Bromley was the only borough that was mentioned by name as speakers went round 
the table and I think we were being accused of both latter-day pleading for localism, 
opportunistic and hadn’t contributed fully to the SHLAA. I hope I’m not doing 
anybody a disservice by summing the criticisms up that way. In fairness to the good 
folk of Bromley, I think we should plead not guilty to all those claims. The comments 
that I’ve been speaking to today are comments, sir, that you will know, that the 
enquiry has had way before the change in government. The reference to Bromley 
having a smaller target, I think there was a suggestion made that should be a surprise. 
It doesn’t surprise me because the borough may be the largest in geographical area, 
but over 50% of it is green belt and metropolitan open land and elsewhere in the 
London Plan that is regarded as sacrosanct quite properly. We have involved in 
negotiation with the GLA about our figures and we can’t have been completely wrong 
because the revised figures show a reduction of 11% so we got it right somewhere, we 
think we got it right more times than that but we’ll debate that at the appropriate time, 
sir, perhaps. And the final point I want to make to reiterate the danger with targets and 
the danger with them being either authoritative and/or minimum figures, is that what 
we’re really talking about with figures derived from a SHLAA, is at best an estimate 
for the potential capacity of an aggregate number of sites across London, and maybe it 
needs to be called that, but the difficulty for the boroughs is the vast majority of the 
land in those sites is not local authority owned. The boroughs have no control at the 
rate at which these sites come forward for development, or indeed if they ever come 
forward at all, and that’s the big danger from Bromley’s perspective in the idea of 
targets being called that, and worst still them being called authoritative and minimum, 
because what our experience of targets have tended to be is they’re used in an outer 
London borough, when they’re applied in this way, to justify inappropriate 
development on the green belt, and although that’s a slightly different issue and I 
don’t want to say any more on it, it does, I think, put into perspective some of the 
concerns we have about the process and the way it tends to be used. 
 
05:53:54 
Chair: 
I obviously read your representations on the green belt point. I was a bit puzzled by 
the reference to saying that if you had some decisions go against you in that respect, 
that that meant that your own figures would then be inflated. That part of the 
argument I didn’t really understand and maybe when we come to consider Bromley 
tomorrow, you might elaborate on that point. 
 
05:54:45 
Bob McMillan, Bromley: 
I’ll try to help you, sir. Maybe I’ll fail, but I’ll try. 
 
05:54:47 
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Chair: 
Thank you. Lambeth. 
 
05:54:50 
Mr Bronski, Lambeth: 
Thank you. I would just like to come back on the various points that were raised in 
respect of boroughs’ intent behind seeking flexibility of figures but before I come to 
that, I’d just like to clarify a number of points that Wandsworth also made. But first, 
before even then, I’d just like to say that, you know, Lambeth has the highest density 
in London. I think on the revised figures in the technical note in the paper that was 
circulated, we’ve got the seventh highest target and the point made by Wandsworth is 
entirely correct and I think it’s very important to emphasise that because 
misconceptions are being raised. Boroughs are not reneging on anything whatsoever. 
In our case, as in Wandsworths’ case, we made representations quite some time ago, 
over a year ago, about the figures that were being proposed and we didn’t agree them, 
and that is a fact, and it’s a fact on record, and that’s not the way really to effectively 
deal with strategic planning in London, and I think the concern is that the issue has 
been portrayed as some sort of numbers game, but what do the numbers mean? 
What’s behind it all? Certainly we will find in various parts of the London Plan 
document and also address at different sessions of the examination in public that it’s 
all about the quality, the quality of environment and people’s living conditions, and I 
think it’s important in terms of the localism agenda. It has quite rightly flagged up the 
sensitivities about local perceptions about what is right and what is appropriate in 
terms of quality, priorities and sensitivities, and that is why it is especially important 
to, not only recognise evidence when it’s clearly presented, but also recognise and 
accept changes that have been made to local policies and that evidence is indicative of 
the changes that are taking place, and that just returns me to that fundamental starting 
point that the whole approach needs to be looked at at the moment, and the figures 
need to be presented in the context that it will be an issue of the deliverability of those 
targets. We don’t say there shouldn’t be targets, however, they should be seen in the 
right context, and again, my colleague in Bromley has again raised the different 
dimension about local issues which will affect the deliverability of those targets. 
 
05:56:29 
Chair: 
London Councils. 
 
05:56:31 
London Councils: 
Thank you. I’d like to echo some of the points made by borough colleagues around 
the issue of borough level targets and refer again to the statement the EIP from the 
Secretary of State which quite clearly says that if the Mayor wishes to choose to 
propose targets on particular matters, then that’s a matter for him and London partners 
to consider, so we consider it appropriate for the term indicative targets to be used 
and, as Lambeth said, it’s not that there shouldn’t be an agreement about targets, but 
that’s for discussion between the boroughs and the Mayor, and I’d also like to 
mention concerns around the SHMA and we touched on it briefly, earlier, and it might 
be something to discuss in detail later, but London Councils is particularly concerned, 
as is the Mayor I understand, about the impact of forthcoming changes to housing 
benefit and, in the longer term, to welfare in general. I think this will have really quite 
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significant effects on the demand for homes for social rent and the ability of people on 
lower incomes to rent privately, certainly in the centre of London. It very clearly 
states in the SHMA that there are certain assumptions made that housing benefit will 
remain as it has been over the past few years. So I think when we’re looking at the 
assessment of capacity and need, and these are really very significant changes and we 
may need to look again at how we assess need. 
 
05:57:49 
Chair: 
The explanation given yesterday was that the undersupply of social housing over the 
previous period had in fact been offset by increases in housing benefit and more 
people being housed in the private sector through use of housing benefit. Clearly if 
that process is put into reverse there is potentially a very difficult situation, 
particularly if there isn’t the funding or the private sector development to enable an 
alternative provision. So we have got a problem that I don’t think in this examination 
we’re going to be able to totally solve because there are decisions being taken 
elsewhere that will clearly affect that, but we will have to do our best. Mr Bolton, did 
you want to come back in for another comment, I see your flag standing. 
 
05:58:39 
Mr Bolton: 
Yes, only to pop a particular balloon and that is that London is significantly different 
from other regions when it comes to looking at meeting housing demand and need. 
I’ve sat on many EIPs around the country and the first thing every region says is “our 
region’s different from everyone else”… 
 
05:59:30 
Chair: 
I don’t recall that at the West Midlands, Mr Bolton. 
 
05:59:34 
Mr Bolton: 
That case in point, yes. And, to be honest, they all are different but the basic approach 
is the same and looking at, for example, the West Midlands and others, you can say 
that what they have done is they have looked at their levels of demand and need and 
have been responsible in looking at the constraint policies they are applying. They’ve 
not applied a constraint policy and then thrown up their hands and said “we’ve got an 
impossible problem”, what they’ve done is they’ve said “what is the right level of 
housing to provide? Where is the most sustainable locations to provide it? And do we 
need to change our policies in order to deliver that?” Now, you could argue that “yes, 
London is different” because it doesn’t do that but is that a good thing or a bad thing? 
I would suggest it actually might be a bad thing and that London might need to be a 
bit more responsible in terms of how it looks at its housing demand and needs, and 
how it meets them, rather than putting out what are, in effect, policy constraints to the 
overall supply. Thank you. 
 
06:00:44 
Chair: 
Thank you very much, Mr Bolton. I suppose just reflecting on the little bit of dialogue 
we then had, I think it was probably fairly remarkable that in the West Midlands that 



 

DRLP EiP 5 October 2010  Afternoon - housing targets - p25 of 70 
 

most of the authorities were in fact satisfied with their figures. There was only a 
dispute in a relatively modest number of the areas. So in such that puts it a bit like 
here where there’s a dispute in a modest number of the areas. 
 
06:01:11 
Mr Bolton: 
It is similar to that but to a certain extent unlike that. I mean you had some major 
expansion at Heatherford, major release of land around Worcester. 
 
06:01:29 
Chair: 
Yup. And could liken those to opportunity areas, I suppose. 
 
06:01:31 
Mr Bolton: 
Well you could, except for in places like Worcester they were really taking pressure 
off Birmingham with that agreement. What you’ve got here is you’ve got a situation 
where London is putting pressure on the surrounding regions and they haven’t had 
that, which I believe would be collect under localism, they haven’t had that 
conversation about how are we going to relieve pressure from London by, for 
example, putting more, and I’ll pick Reading ‘cause I know it, but rather than have 
more housing around Reading, now that’s a conversation if in effect that Birmingham 
metropolitan area had. That conversation hasn’t taken place around London and to be 
honest probably hasn’t taken place since the second round of New Towns. I believe 
there’s a major hole in instituted planning for the nation as a whole and London, if 
you like is at the epicentre of that, it’s a cause of many of the problems and doesn’t 
appear to want to take any of the pain, it’s quite happy to let green belt land be 
released elsewhere in growth areas, Milton Keynes or down in the east Thames 
corridor to meet London’s wider need. It’s happy to export into those areas but for 
some reason the boundary of London must stay thick where the boundary of these 
other urban areas is perfectly alright to move in the general opinion. I mean one of the 
best things about London is, because it’s a lot of boroughs, no one really stands up 
and takes responsibility for that overall strategy which is almost done by default. 
 
06:03:18 
Chair: 
Well the Mayor obviously does, but… 
 
06:03:22 
Mr Bolton: 
To be fair, I don’t think he does, I think he makes platitudes about meeting the needs 
of all Londoners when it’s perfectly clear that he’s not going to. 
 
06:03:35 
Chair: 
London First. 
 
06:03:36 
Judith Salomon, London First: 
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Thank you, sir. Just a couple of brief points. First of all I think it was the participant 
from Lambeth who said “what does this mean?” and I think that is a really important 
point because this is not about bureaucracy and localism it’s about homes, it’s about 
London’s population growing, household growth growing, 10% of households being 
on the waiting list, 210,000 households being overcrowded and it’s a desperate need 
to deliver more homes for them, it’s as simple as that. And just a quick point on this 
issue of market oversupply, if there is market oversupply I’d be interested to see 
where these empty, surplus units are and that doesn’t correlate, as has been suggested, 
with house price growth being much higher in London consistently than it has been in 
the rest of the country, if there was oversupply, prices would be coming down. Thank 
you, sir. 
 
06:04:32 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. We’ll get back to the Mayor’s representatives at some point, 
I’m sure. Home Builders Federation. 
 
06:04:47 
Home Builders Federation: 
Thank you, sir. I just wanted to just reflect on this question of deliverability, since it’s 
been raised by the boroughs in connection with the Housing Capacity Study, SHLAA, 
the London-wide study. You can’t help thinking that they want the best of both 
worlds, they were encouraged to take part in this study, if they disputed it’s findings 
then surely what they should do is go and produce a Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment following the PPS3 and CLG practice guidance, in 
conformity with that and then aggregate that information up into the London study, 
but my understanding is that they didn’t do that. If they had done they would probably 
be in, I mean my dispute with the London-wide study is that it’s a closed discussion 
between the GLA and between the boroughs and that the findings, it’s a notional 
capacity assessment, and the findings have not been subject to detailed discussion 
with developers and other delivery partners about the deliverability of those sites. So 
in many ways the boroughs are probably better off with the London Housing Capacity 
Study, SHLAA, than if they had to go and do a more PPS3-compliant study. So I 
think it’s a bit off to complain about it now, especially when the results are really 
quite modest and I think they should, and that’s why it’s very important that we stick 
with the results as a minimum target. Thank you, sir. 
 
06:06:25 
Chair: 
But if I may press you just a little on that. I mean the implication of your saying that, 
and your concern that deliverability hasn’t been properly discussed with the owners / 
developers of these land sites is that that might remove some sites that are actually 
included. We know that over half were excluded for various constraints but it might 
remove some of those that are actually in and that would appear to be going in the 
direction that perhaps some of the boroughs themselves are arguing. 
 
06:06:57 
Home Builders Federation: 
I wouldn’t agree with that. I think the SHLAA methodology is quite a robust one and 
it’s quite clear that if you’re unable to identify enough deliverable sites then you have 
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to look at your policy constraints and that’s what this study hasn’t done, it’s started 
from a position of policy constraints and then narrowed down the target accordingly. 
 
06:07:39 
Chair: 
London Tenants Federation. 
 
06:09:37 
London Tenants Federation: 
I just wanted to come back because both the Strategic Land Planning Trust and 
London First made reference to the figures that we came up with around over-
development of market housing. Our analysis focuses back on the 2004 Housing 
Requirement Study which quite clearly found that 58% of what was being built in 
London should be social rented, 7% intermediate and 35% market housing. The 
targets that were set in the London Plan were quite different from what that Housing 
Requirement Study found. They set social rented targets at 35%, intermediate housing 
at 15% and market housing at 50%.  
 
What’s been produced over the last 3 years from 2006 to 2009, according to the 
monitoring reports of the London Plan. If you take an analysis of what the borough 
targets were for each of those years and a 58% need for social rented housing, then 
the figure that you come up with is, what was actually produced is only a third of 
what the 2004 Housing Requirement Study found was needed and in terms of the 
market housing, the analysis would show that 217% was produced of market housing 
against what the Housing Requirement Study found was needed. Now you might 
argue that because people are living there then that’s kind of fine, but what we do 
know is that there’s an increasing number of people living in private rented homes 
who are dependent on housing benefit, and given that there is a huge push now to 
reduce that, I mean I work in the same office as the, for example, Camden Federation 
of Private Tenants, and they’re daily getting tenants into their offices, talking about 
the fact that their housing benefit will no longer meet the costs of their rent and 
they’re looking to see where they might move to. And obviously, Havering, and outer 
London boroughs are being looked at, but whether in fact there’s a capacity there to 
deal with people moving out in significant numbers, you got 40,000 families who’ve 
been placed in private rented, private leased accommodation which is set out as being 
perfectly acceptable within the Strategic Housing Market Assessment which is 
referred to by London Councils. I think London Councils’ analysis is already that 
around half of those families won’t be able, with the changes that are coming in in 
April of next year, but half of those families won’t any longer be able to meet the cost 
of their housing in that private sector leased housing. The housing is being occupied, 
the over production of market housing is being occupied by people who can’t actually 
afford to meet the costs of that housing, but could meet the cost of social rented 
housing and so I think that’s just a clarification on the issues, and raising again the 
huge problems for London around the housing benefit changes, particularly in the 
private sector. 
 
06:12:57 
Chair: 
Well I’m sure we will return to this quite a lot next week… 
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06:12:59 
London Tenants Federation: 
And a question about whether the private sector leasing scheme used for homeless 
families, of whether it is appropriate to include that as acceptable that that level of 
benefit will still be there and whether in fact that should then be removed from the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment and in fact those figures put back into need for 
social rented housing. It’s wrong to have families anyway living in private leased 
accommodation where they are never, never going to be able to afford to meet the 
cost of their rent without claiming benefit, will never be able to come off benefit. 
 
06:13:36 
Chair: 
These are very important points that you’re raising but I think that they are really for 
next week so… London Forum. 
 
06:13:45 
Michael Bach, London Forum: 
I think the gentleman over there made my point, not that London is different, but the 
way London must plan for housing is different. We don’t have the option as 
Birmingham did to get agreement with all its neighbours to take some of its 
population and rehouse them there. The Mayor has quite rightly said he’s going to try 
and consume his own smoke because nobody outside wants to take a whole lot of 
housing and therefore you have to try and assess the capacity and try and see whether 
we can house the growth that we’ve got. And I think the approach that’s been taken, 
which has always been a capacity-based approach in London, and that is different 
than the rest of the country where it’s just a question of “can you find land?”. That 
option isn’t really there for London, and London has to make the best of what it’s got, 
it’s got a 95% recycling rate, can’t do much better than that, particularly if people 
don’t want them to build on green belt land. So I think what we’ve got to do is to 
recognise that it’s different, that we need a different methodology and it doesn’t need 
a unified approach to try to meet the target, otherwise you might just give up, I think I 
take as dismal a view as Mr Stevenson… 
 
06:15:08 
Chair: 
I think actually there is a sufficient understanding of the similarities and differences 
probably, so I thank you very much for that. And Southwark. 
 
06:15:17 
Alison Squires, Southwark: 
Alison Squires, London Borough of Southwark. If I could just add briefly, I don’t 
want to run the risk of talking about what we’re going to talk about on Thursday, but 
just briefly, the Home Builders Federation obviously brought up the SHLAA. Many 
boroughs perhaps should have looked in more detail, and we’re one of the London 
boroughs that actually have looked in more detail. I mean you’ll see in our final 
submission we actually refer to a more detailed study that we did called our 
Development Capacity Assessment, where we took all the sites in the SHLAA and 
looked at those in more detail which I’m aware we’ll talk about on Thursday, but just 
briefly, one of the issues we had when we looked at the sites from the SHLAA in 
more detail was on deliverability, so one of the concerns that we have is that whilst it 
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may show there’s a capacity for this, it’s actually getting those sites delivered. So 
when we started preparing our actions plans for opportunity areas of intensification, 
we found when we actually talk to developers that would be delivering those sites, 
because again we don’t own all that land, that then becomes many more issues than 
actually just getting those sites delivered in the time scale. 
 
06:16:18 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I see no-one else’s flag standing, so I’ll hand over to the 
Mayor’s representatives to respond on the general issue, and it’s not just whether 
there should be targets but indicative, minimum, flexible, and all similar matters. 
 
06:16:43 
Mayor’s representative: 
…Can start,  I’ll tidy up at the end.  
 
06:16:44 
John Lett, Mayor's representative: 
Taking the indicative and, in principle, flexible points which came from my borough 
colleagues firstly, I was somewhat surprised to hear the claims that the Greater 
London Authority did not negotiate. I don’t recognise that, I’m afraid, chair. I must 
put that on record. Yes, the negotiations were carried out to a strict timetable, they 
were carried out to an agreed methodology, that agreed methodology was time-
limited, there was a discipline to it, and, where appropriate, where an error had been 
made or where a consistent change could be made to affect all boroughs, changes 
were made outside that timetable. However, when you’re dealing with 33 boroughs, 
trying to get a view across them, there has to be that sort of structure if one is to have 
a useable output in the end. I do notice that I think there are 5 boroughs here today 
objecting to the figures, there may be more later, but I don’t think from the list there is 
more than about 5. Is that correct? Yes, all the boroughs expected are here. So that I 
think, I would not call it a triumph, but it does show that we had some success in our 
negotiations, and the methodology was not imposed, it was agreed beforehand, it was 
monitored and managed through a steering group. On the, and it is part, sir, of a 
broader approach to housing in London, which several of the speakers have 
mentioned which has been developed over the years of Plan monitoring and 
managing, it’s almost like painting the Forth bridge, doing these Housing Capacity 
Studies/SHLAAs but the boroughs are actually quite adept at it, that they have a great 
deal of experience, they turn things around very rapidly and the results do or have 
been associated with an increase in output, apart from the very first one which was 
done, I think, in the early 80s and there is a commitment in the Plan to carry that 
forward through a commitment to carry out and use SHLAA, there is flexibility in the 
Plan over the use of the targets, sir. There is a reference to approximating to an annual 
average, an explanation as to what that means, further explanation in the SPG so that 
boroughs are not penalised on a particular point. The 3 boroughs here, Lambeth, 
Bromley and Wandsworth, no, sorry, Lambeth and Wandsworth, I beg your pardon, 
are particularly concerned about the impact of conversions. I don’t think that either of 
those boroughs would say that we hadn’t negotiated because we have on record that 
we have reduced your totals quite significantly where we have found errors. The 
sticking point was on departing from the principle of the SHLAA, on particularly 
conversions and we had to adopt the point in time principle or else we would have had 
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to have gone back and done the other 31 boroughs on the same basis so we did not. 
There is scope to refresh that, there is flexibility in paragraph 3.41 which particularly 
refers to the need to be locally sensitive over flexibility, over conversions. I would 
submit, sir, that the Plan is more than sensitive enough to respond to the concerns of 
those 2 boroughs. There are particular circumstances in Bromley, we would agree and 
we have tried very hard to address those, not least the problems that they’ve had in the 
green belt, and finally, I think Lambeth has had particular experience, specific 
experience already on the way the Mayor interprets that when they’re considering 
conformity of the core strategy. There was flexibility given on the approach taken by 
the borough in its approach to conversions. I think, sir, those were the main points 
from the borough perspective on that. I’d probably run some together because there 
were some nuances of difference. 
 
06:20:50 
Chair: 
Can I just stop you at that moment. Presumably when we come back to him or about 
Lambeth detailed situation you will elaborate… 
 
06:20:58 
John Lett, Mayor's representative: 
Indeed we will, sir. 
 
06:20:59 
Chair: 
…A little more on that particular point, because just the way you covered it there, I 
don’t think we necessarily grasp the issue. 
 
06:21:08 
John Lett, Mayor's representative: 
I’m trying to draw out the general approach to the SHLAA and the way it fed into the 
numbers. And the issue about localism, Andrew, I know, will talk about this more in 
relation to the principle of targets, but the notion of fairness which has been 
introduced by Mr Pickles is actually very central to this and it’s trying to be fair in 
coming to an agreed set of targets across 33 boroughs, one has to be consistent, the 
sort of one-off deals, the whole thing would fall apart if we did those for a few 
boroughs, it’s very much in the spirit of responsible localism as I see it. On Barnet, 
we recognise that in the past there has been tremendous strides made to bring foward, 
particularly large scale development sites. What is reflected here, I hope, is a fair 
reflection of your capacity and we would hope that we haven’t misrepresented it and 
perhaps when we speak individually then we can go through the individual returns. I 
was also surprised to hear that there haven’t been detailed discussions on the concepts 
of targets but again I’ll leave that to Andrew to talk more generally about. On the 
notion of indicative targets, if you look at the Plan, you’ll see that anything beyond 10 
years is officially called indicative. If you look at the way they are described for 
implementation there is considerable scope through the use of the word 
approximating to the average. If you look at the guidance note there is again scope 
there, not to penalise boroughs at a particular point in time. There has to be, if we are 
to follow this fairness agenda, to have a level playing field among boroughs and what 
we’ve tried to do is to get the compromise between this local flexibility while still 
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providing the strategic leadership, a sense of direction, which is necessary to meet 
London’s housing needs.  
 
Going through on the HBF, I was pleased to hear that they support the principle of 
targets, I was concerned that they did not think that we had been rigorous enough in 
pursuing them, listening to my colleagues in the boroughs it did sound as though we’d 
been a little over-zealous, again we had tried to reach a compromise, sir, ‘cause we 
did have the HBF on the steering group along with the National Housing Planning 
Advisory Unit and the government office, oh, and the London Forum of Amenity 
Societies. There was support, I think generally from the TCPA, on the notion of 
targets and no principle in challenging principle there, again from the Consortium, 
support for the use of them as minimum, from the Strategic Land Partnership and I 
think a feeling that we haven’t pursued them as zealously as perhaps we ought to have 
done, again we did within reasonableness and responsibility in working with borough 
partners. These are partnership-based figures. Going through onto the numbers 
themselves, there were a couple of points made about the way we handled individual 
sites, and in particular, I think, concern from the HBF about the potential housing 
sites. As we summarised yesterday in the technical seminar, large sites as a whole 
comprise 65% of total capacity in the SHLAA. Within that 65%, approvals, i.e. 
publically known figures account for 38%, allocations, i.e. publically known, either 
within a development plan or for which the borough was happy for the information to 
be made public, a further 32%, i.e. round about 2/3s of that 2/3s is publically known 
information. The information that was not made public, and very deliberately not so, 
as I explained yesterday, is the information on the potential housing sites. Now these 
are not sites as the HBF would seem to have us think, these are actually individual 
bits of land from which we garner an idea of what the aggregate probability of them 
coming forward from development is, this is a much more reliable estimate to future 
provision than the old fashioned approach to windfalls, and it is really quite incorrect 
for those to be misrepresented as housing sites which we are somehow considering. 
The approach to conventional small sites is as per PPS3, it’s trend-based, the same 
goes for non-self contained trend-based and the vacancies are vacancy assumption. I 
think that is all quite transparent, it’s certainly been written out very clearly in the 
SHLAA report. I’ve just touched on the indicative points, there are a series of points 
relating the initial proposal on housing need and the two figures that we have come up 
with, the comparative benchmark and the actual need figure, and the way that those 
translate to affordable housing need, which is appropriate, sir, I think more properly 
addressed when we deal with affordable housing rather than here. We could actually 
go into it very happily and essentially that the Mayor has gotten 13,200 affordable 
housing target, that he has got a 60-40 split, derived in the light of PPS3… 
 
06:26:17 
Chair: 
We won’t come to that… 
 
06:26:19 
John Lett, Mayor's representative: 
But, I mean, we can come back later, sir. A further issue, I think, that came from the 
TCPA about the long-term nature of the Plan, as against the short-term issues which 
we are facing. There is certainly, the Mayor would acknowledge, with London 
Councils, a real issue in dealing with the impacts of the housing benefit changes in 
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London. He’s working immediately with his partners in the boroughs and indeed with 
others to address this, as we noticed yesterday, the London Housing Strategy actually 
has a far quicker turn-around than the London Plan does on this and is the appropriate 
vehicle for addressing it, I think, other than providing the broad underpinning, 
particularly on the supply-side and the relationship broadly between the market and 
affordable housing provision. Sorry, then Wandsworth came back, and I was about to 
say “do they not remember the negotiations” for the Vauxhall-Nine Elms opportunity 
area, but I won’t. Close study again from the HBF, very useful points made by the 
Fed on affordable housing targets and how those relate to the current targets, we’ll 
come back to that. 
 
06:27:43 
Chair: 
Andrew, if you’d like to do a round? 
 
06:27:45 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
Thank you, sir. I’m going to start by making some general points on this subject of 
localism which have relevance to the particular case that we’re discussing here. In 
many ways, sir, we have anticipated what the government has put forward in terms of 
a localism agenda since the election of Boris Johnson about 2 years ago. And what we 
have sought to do, in both preparing the initial proposals for alteration of the Plan and 
this draft Plan, is to build that approach to localism in from the outset. Indeed, in 
drawing up the plan very considerable attention was given to the scope for eliminating 
unnecessary targets in drawing up the Plan, and that’s one of the reasons, for example, 
why the Mayor has taken the approach that he has to affordable housing, which we 
will be returning to later on. I think so it’s notable that we’re now three quarters of the 
way through the examination in public, and the only targets that boroughs have 
argued should not be included is this one relating to housing supply. It is also notable 
that many other participants from a whole range of sectors actually have sat here 
calling for us to have more targets rather than less. And I’ve spent a considerable 
amount of time sitting in this chair saying why it is, in the interests of localism, we 
should not have targets on a whole range of things that various stakeholders at this 
examination have pressed upon us. So I think it’s also important in considering this 
matter that we do not allow ourselves to think that localism in London is just about 
boroughs because it isn’t. As the Conservative Party’s open source planning 
documents recognised explicitly, London is different in terms of it’s governance 
arrangements and we have at various times in the discussions in this room looked at 
what localism means at borough-level, certainly, but at the neighbourhood level, at 
the sub-borough level and at the city-wide, and I think in terms of looking at what the 
word “local” and the term “localism” means in London, it means having to address 
those 3 spatial levels, and probably a range of others as well, but it is a complex and 
nuanced concept when applying to London, and indeed, one of the things that the 
Mayor has to be mindful of, that we all have to be mindful of, is that in many places 
the borough boundaries are fairy arbitrary, close to where I live there is a town centre, 
Edgware, which is spilt between 2 boroughs. In south London actually there are areas, 
there’s an area around Crystal Palace where 5 boroughs have got a bit of the area, 
including 2 of the boroughs that are sitting on the other side of the room. And it’s 
these general considerations that the Mayor has taken in in settling the policy that he 
has at the moment and indeed, sir, you will remember that when he opened this 
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examination, the Mayor said that what he wanted to see was to bring forward a Plan 
which he thought was “a resource for localism, one which sets out the wider 
framework and provided the context for more local planning” and I can’t put it any 
better than he did. Delivering on all of the objectives which he set out in his speech 
requires good planning and planning at all levels across London. “My intention is that 
London Plan should provide a foundation for more local action, providing a 
framework, direction and information resource for planning that boroughs, 
neighbourhoods and individual developments. We have tried to achieve this by 
removing unnecessary detailed targets, setting clear objectives in areas and leaving it 
to developers to come up with proposals for meeting them, identifying areas like car 
parking policy where boroughs and other London stakeholders can bring forward their 
own approaches to meet local circumstances. I want it to be the start of the exciting 
process of planning for vibrant neighbourhoods and places we can all be proud of and 
not the end.” And that is the approach which we have sought to take in drawing up 
these targets and indeed in responding to the announcement that we had during the 
course of this examination from the Secretary of State in looking at the range of 
targets, benchmarks and other similar things that we have running throughout the 
Plan. So it would be wrong to think that there have been no discussions between the 
Mayor and boroughs and indeed other London stakeholders about localism and the 
scope for devolution, and I think it’s right to put this discussion into some context 
about the discussions that have been had at a very high level between the Mayor and 
between representatives of the boroughs. As part of those discussions, London 
Councils, as they have during the course of this examination, called for specific 
borough housing targets in the London Plan should be replaced by pan-London targets 
and indicative levels of provision by individual boroughs, which they would then be 
required to meet unless they could demonstrate they were, or had been, unreasonable. 
The Mayor has responded to that, that proposal, along with others dealing with the 
thresholds for reference of planning applications, as he said, that they would amount 
to the abolition of the Mayor’s key strategic planning role, he has urged the status quo 
remains, and I think that’s an important part of the background to this discussion. 
 
In terms of the reason why it is that the Mayor has sought to retain housing supply 
targets are, I think I sketched some of these reasons when I made, when we presented 
to you the Mayor’s response to the Secretary of State’s announcement on the 16th of 
July, but in short, the Mayor considers that retaining housing supply targets is 
important because of his particular strategic responsibilities and priorities for 
managing and coordinating housing growth sustainably in London, something that 
we’ve heard a good deal of in the discussion this afternoon, and because of the 
importance of housing supply to London as a whole and to the delivery of a whole 
range of economic, social and environmental priorities that housing is fundamental to. 
London is, as Mr Lett has pointed out, is generally accepted to a be a single housing 
market area. Borough boundaries have little relevance to housing market issues, the 
housing markets don’t respect borough boundaries and planning for housing in 
London, therefore, is something that is more than a borough-level issue. This supports 
a strategic, city-wide approach, particularly given and particularly important to the 
Mayor, given that under the GLA Act, he has statutory responsibility for strategic 
housing responsibilities and I think it was worthy of note that London Councils, in 
their presentation and in their written statement, themselves have said how useful the 
targets we have are for discussions about housing investment and for discussions 
around devolved housing investment which supports the point I’m making about how 
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central they are to the Mayor’s strategic housing functions. They are also, as London 
First pointed out, incidentally the approach the Mayor is taking is supported by 
paragraph 2.6 of circular 1, 2008, which indicates, as Miss Salomon said, the delivery 
of housing is among the matters considered to be of strategic importance to London. I 
think that given the Mayor’s very clear preference for taking a localist approach, his 
view on the retention of targets is strengthened substantially by the fact that the 
current targets are prepared in close partnership with the boroughs and other 
stakeholders in the preparation of both the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. But I think it is also worth bearing 
in mind, and our colleague from Lambeth was generous enough to recognise this in 
his comments, that in announcing his stance in July, the Mayor did say now the 
government has removed the highly prescriptive requirements about how the targets 
should be drawn up and tested, and given that he thinks that there are better, more 
inclusive ways of preparing targets to better reflect the particular needs and 
circumstances of London, that over the next 2 years or so he will work with boroughs 
and other stakeholders to develop and implement an approach that meets the wider 
objective of localism, builds in a more bottom-up and participative approach, and 
reflects the resource for localism principle that he set out in his opening speech. This 
approach will be used over the 2 year or so period that he announced to prepare an 
early alteration to the Plan, and I really do think that, first of all, the fact that these are 
fairly complicated matters which have wide ranging implications of spatial 
development, it is right that we take some time over them but to do a review of 
methodology and then implement that methodology and bring forward an alteration to 
the London Plan in a 2 year period, come on, that’s pretty good going for strategic 
planning anywhere, let alone in London and I think that if we were to do it any faster 
than that we would risk skimping on the… 
 
06:34:06 
Chair: 
I mean can you clarify for me? Are you suggesting that you could review the 
methodology, get agreement on the methodology, do the work, but flowing from that 
methodology, and get an alteration promoted all within 2 years? 
 
06:34:19 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
I think that what we’re saying is that we would certainly want, by the end of that 
period, to be in a position where we would have an alteration to bring forward, and I 
think that the detailed timetable of that would, yes, sit down and scope the piece out. 
All I was saying was that we were urged to… 
 
06:34:34 
Chair: 
We wouldn’t be getting into another session like this in 2 years time? 
 
06:34:39 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
Much though I enjoy these examinations in public, I’m not going to make a 
commitment to that. 
 
06:34:44 



 

DRLP EiP 5 October 2010  Afternoon - housing targets - p35 of 70 
 

Chair: 
No, no I didn’t think that’s what you were saying, but, in other words, it is a little 
longer a process than two years. 
 
06:34:48 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
It is a little longer process but the point that I was making is that the scope for 
speeding it up really very much further, as was being suggested by Lambeth, we are 
proceeding with all due expedition to that sort of timetable. The next question I’ll turn 
to is this point about flexibility and I’ll comment in a little detail about the wording 
changes that the London Borough of Lambeth have brought forward but before we do 
so, sir, again there’s some background that I think it’s important that we all bear in 
mind.  
 
The first is that the test that local development frameworks and local development 
documents have to meet, as far as the London Plan is concerned, is one of general 
conformity, and that does mean that if a borough can make a case for why it is that 
they should take a different approach from that set out in the Plan, they can do so as 
long as they justify it. And in fact in Lambeth’s case, in the case dealing with 
conversions, they did just that, and the Mayor’s representative that was involved in 
the examination in public for that LDF, there was no objection from this building to it. 
Similarly, in taking planning decisions, as you will know, sir, the law is very clear 
that development plan policies, including those in the Plan, should be followed unless 
material considerations suggest otherwise, and there is always that room for other 
material considerations to be taken into account, so it is not right to characterise the 
policies in the Plan, as in the Lambeth wording, as being “binding to weigh in favour 
of schemes that boroughs consider inappropriate” as such. Making targets subject to 
local considerations or flexible, appears to be intended to allow boroughs to allow 
such local considerations to override the targets in the Plan. That may be justified, but 
if it has to be justified; there is a structured process for doing that and there’s nothing 
in the Plan that militates against it. However, if you encourage it by including words 
like “indicative” or “flexible”, much of the point of having targets in the first place is 
lost, and what will happen is that individual boroughs will opt out of making a 
contribution to meeting London’s housing needs, and the process will tend to be that 
one or two boroughs will end up having to take most of the burden, indeed, if we just 
set it bigger and then said that boroughs had to show that they were consistent with 
this and we had this sort of approach where people could bring particular arguments 
forward and opt out, what it would tend to mean is that those boroughs that came last 
in the queue would probably end up having the largest requirement. Both of those, sir, 
are absolutely the diametric opposite of good planning.  
 
If I can turn to what has been called the ALBPO letter, I apologise that some 
participants may well not have seen it, but if I can just briefly summarise, what it 
seeks to do is criticise the approach the Mayor has taken to targets in the light of the 
Secretary of State’s announcement and calls for wider engagement. The Mayor has 
had to respond in the way that he did to the Secretary of State’s announcement 
because of its timing. It came out, as you will remember, sir, very shortly before we 
broke for the summer in July and it meant that we did have to respond pretty quickly. 
The ALBPO are calling for effectively the EIP to stop and for us to conduct a debate, 
a discussion, with them about targets. Taking that course, and taking the course that’s 



 

DRLP EiP 5 October 2010  Afternoon - housing targets - p36 of 70 
 

been urged upon us would have meant suspending the examination, with all the 
inconvenience that would have caused for you, sir, and for other participants, to say 
nothing of the cost. It would also have had a very serious effect on the programme for 
producing the replacement Plan which will probably have made publication of the 
final replacement Plan for the 2012 pre-election period impossible. In any event, sir, 
we don’t think anybody has suffered any injustice, the position that the Conservative 
Party intended to take, had they won the election, was set out very clearly in Open 
Source Planning which was produced in February of this year. There was a gap 
between the period of the general election and the start of the examination. We’ve had 
another period before the closing date for submission of statements for this part of the 
examination and indeed a number of boroughs have taken advantage of that fact to 
raise the issue. There is a structured approach in London to dealing with issues of this 
kind in the London Plan, and it is the approach that we’re sitting round doing now. It 
has the advantage of collecting together London stakeholders and to have this sort of 
debate. That, sir, is a robust process, it’s a process that is set out in the law and in 
government guidance, it is the right one, sir, we would submit to have this issue out.  
 
The Secretary of State’s announcement neither states nor implies that the Mayor can 
only include targets if all London stakeholders agree and I think it is important to bear 
in mind of course, sir, that London’s stakeholders does not just mean London 
boroughs, there’s a whole range of stakeholders who are sitting here. Nor did the 
Secretary of State’s announcement indicate that the procedure for testing London Plan 
policy set out in the act and the circular, including the examination, is an unsuitable 
way of addressing them, indeed it would have been surprising if it did, because that 
would not in itself be in keeping with the principle of localism, for central 
government to try and prescribe a process for setting policy in London. Had the 
Secretary of State wanted to give stakeholders a veto over targets, he would have said 
so and it’s wrong to try to read things into statements in a selective way that some 
people have sought to do this afternoon, after all, the government has shown the way 
it wants to make major changes to planning policy such as revoking regional spatial 
strategies and the relevant parts of the planning policy  statements or changing the 
definition of previously developed land in PPS3, it has done so, in London’s case the 
government could have brought forward a new version of circular 1, 2008, which 
would have made that change. They have not done so. So in summary as far as the 
ALBPO letter is concerned we would reject their criticism of the approach that the 
Mayor has taken, it takes his response to the Secretary of State’s announcement in 
July rather out of context in the process for consulting on and putting together the 
draft replacement London Plan. It also rather overlooks the wider discussions that 
have been had by the Mayor and representatives of London Councils and the 
boroughs which I mentioned earlier on. I would just quickly see whether I can address 
some of the detailed points that were raised by participants, I mean I think that we 
would very much welcome the point that the London Borough of Barnet made about 
the importance of our working together at Mayor and borough level to look at targets. 
We will certainly do that, that’s one of the reasons why the Mayor announced the 
review. It’s a genuine offer, I think we want to find a way that takes this issue forward 
in a way that we’re all happy with and I think that, as Mr Lett pointed out, we do have 
to look within the context of a city that includes 33 boroughs, we’ll get onto this when 
we have discussions on Thursday. I think getting the degree of agreement that we 
have around the figures that we have is a very considerable achievement, not just on 
our part but on the part of our partner boroughs as well and we certainly don’t 
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underestimate the amount of work that went into it from the borough point of view, 
just as I don’t from ours.  
 
I think that I would, although I would take issue with the point that the Strategic Land 
Development Trust made about this being one of the few bits of the Plan with a 
spatial development, there was, after all, an entire chapter that deals with spatial 
policy in Chapter 2, I think that we would agree, and the Mayor would agree, that 
housing is a critical element and a critical subject in London which justifies the 
approach that we’re taking in the Plan. As far as the point that the London Tenants 
Federation made questioning the value of the targets, because they push particular 
types of housing, so I don’t think that’s a fair criticism of the principle of having 
targets, they’re about approaching, identifying broadly where housing can go, rather 
than what particular tenure should be provided there and I think that it’s wrong to say, 
and I’ve seen no evidence to show that there is a causative link between the targets 
that we’re talking about, either in terms of the quantum or the spatial distribution that 
means that there is a particular over- or under-provision of housing of any particular 
tenure or type. You made, sir, the very valuable point that in looking at these matters 
we have to work with the evidence that’s available to us, and the only point I would 
agree wholeheartedly and that the most up-to-date evidence has been slipped back 
which makes it more difficult for us to use it, but as we heard yesterday, we are 
fortunate to have the support of Mr Hollis who has got some knowledge of what’s 
happening at national level and who I think gave us an insight yesterday, without 
betraying any confidences or committing an offence under the Official Secrets Act. I 
think we will deal with the detail points about the figures that the boroughs raised 
when we get onto the discussion on that on Thursday. I think just quickly to address 
the points that Lambeth made in their final contribution, and I think that these do 
really raise the important points of principle. As has been said, this is not just a 
numbers game, the technical seminar yesterday, Mr Goldberg in particular, who 
talked us through, showed us on the screen, the various screens in the computer 
system that had been used in putting the SHLAA together, did show that a whole 
range of considerations was taken into account and there was space in those screens 
for boroughs to raise considerations, that they particularly wanted to on sites which 
were not in one of the categories that we had specifically highlighted. The Mayor 
would strongly agree that this is an issue about local quality of life, using “local” in 
the nuanced sense that I mentioned earlier on, and I think that I’d have to echo the 
point, that I think London First made, that provision of sufficient, suitable housing is 
fundamental to local quality of life and if the Mayor didn’t believe that we wouldn’t 
be having this discussion. We would agree with Lambeth that the approach needs to 
be looked at and that is exactly why the Mayor has announced a review to see whether 
we can come up with an approach to this matter which meets both sets of perspectives 
that we’ve heard discussed at some length this afternoon.  
 
The Mayor strongly agrees with the point that had been made about changes to 
housing benefit and they may well be we have issues that we have to address later on 
as a result to it, and that’s one of the reasons why, as part of the review that I’ve 
talked about earlier on that’s likely that we will do at least a refresh of the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, so we can pick up issues of this kind, which may make 
a substantial difference. As far as the point that was made about London not being 
different, I think, sir, it clearly is, both in terms of having a unique governance 
structure and I think the slides that Mr Hollis put up at the technical seminar yesterday 
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really prove the point that London is different, and I really would have to reject in the 
strongest possible terms the caricature of the process that was put forward by the 
Strategic Land and Planning Trust. What he said simply is not true. We have had 
discussions with our neighbouring regions, they will continue, and I think it was 
flagged up in this chapter and in Chapter 2. I think the final point I would make about 
deliverability is that, as Mr Lett pointed out, this has been taken into account through 
the system, both through the computer system and through the very detailed one-on-
one discussions that we had with boroughs. I sat through a few of them personally and 
believe me, we did hold both those feet to the fire, going through often on a site-by-
site basis and discussing questions of deliverability and other factors on a site-by-site 
basis. Nobody should be under any illusion about the amount of work and effort that 
went into this on all sides, and it’s a solid piece of work, so I think I’ve taken up 
enough time dealing with these matters. That’s all I want to say. 
 
06:50:18 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I think it probably would be an appropriate point at which to 
have a brief break before we return to see whether people wish to argue for different 
numbers to go in, assuming that numbers go in at all. 
 
06:50:37 
New speaker: 
Yes, chair. 
 
06:50:38 
Chair: 
So we’ll… Before we break? 
 
06:50:40 
New speaker: 
Just a quick question. It’s a request for some information. Previously when I appeared 
and I was talking about the impact on the green belt, I was told, and I have it in my 
notes, that there hadn’t been discussions with neighbouring regions. I’ve just been 
told that there has been, so I apologise for that, but could I have some information on 
what those regions are and what are the results of it, ‘cause that’s going to be quite 
important for our next session this afternoon. 
 
06:51:12 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
We’ve had discussions with the previous regional planning bodies representing the 
East and South East of England, indeed we had regular meetings. They said... you 
know what’s happened to them since. 
 
06:51:30 
Previous speaker: 
Yes. What I’m trying to get to is, what type of arrangements have you got for 
accommodating growth in those regions? I’m not clear where you’ve had those 
discussions. 
 
06:51:41 
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Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
Well, I’m only going to repeat myself. 
 
06:51:47 
Previous speaker: 
So do I understand that you have had these discussions and they have said, in various 
authorities in these regions, that they will accommodate some of London’s growth. Is 
that what you’re saying has been agreed, and if so can we just have some information 
on that? 
 
06:52:04 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
No, I’m sorry, this is becoming a bit of a dialogue, perhaps we can have a discussion. 
It isn’t quite that straightforward and I think that we’ll probably have a discussion 
about this later on in this session. What you are characterising as accommodating bits 
of London’s growth is actually the question of domestic outmigration from London. 
That is not a matter about accommodating London’s growth, that is about choices that 
people make at various points in their lives for a whole range of reasons and yes, we 
do have discussions about that, not least of all because we appeared at each other’s 
EIPs. Sorry, EsIP it should probably be. 
 
06:52:49 
Chair: 
Well I think that position then is clear, the discussion is, that was the context in which 
I think I raised the fact that obviously in the two neighbouring regions they are not, 
over the current plan periods, before those plans were revoked, were not apparently 
going to meet the projected household requirements in those areas and current 
indications seem to be that the individual authorities may be going to meet less of 
them and that is the context in which London is currently faced and presumably any 
discussions that are held in the future will perhaps involve a consideration of that 
issue. 
 
06:53:31 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
Without a doubt. 
 
06:53:34 
Chair: 
Right, well I think with that… 
 
06:53:38 
Michael Edwards, Just Space Network: 
A very small procedural issue. Michael Edwards, Just Space. I mean the procedures 
have been admirable in some respects, and in particular in circulation of documents. 
We’ve heard today of 2 documents that a lot of us, I think, haven’t seen, one is a letter 
from the ALBPO, the other is a new document which I think has come forward from 
Professor Stevenson. It would be very helpful if those could be put on the website… 
 
06:54:03 
Chair: 
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I don’t think the second document has yet come forward. It is emerging I believe, 
rather than having arrived. 
 
06:54:11 
Prof Drew Stevenson: 
I’m waiting to announce it in the next session, Chair. 
 
06:54:14 
Chair: 
Right. The other one, obviously we can make available. It was I think addressed to 
myself and I suggested that really it was a matter that needed to be raised with the 
Mayor rather than with myself because it was in a sense really directly addressing 
how he had interpreted the Secretary of State’s statement. So if you haven’t already 
seen a copy of that Carmel will ensure that you get one. 
 
06:54:39 
Michael Edwards, Just Space Network: 
Thank you very much. 
 
06:54:43 
New speaker: 
I just wanted to clarify, the next after this session is about whether the figures should 
be lower, the same or higher, the global figure? 
 
06:54:51 
The global figure, yes. We will, obviously in terms of the last item on the agenda is 
individual borough or opportunity area figures, those, if they are persuasive, may 
obviously effect the global figure but at the moment I would want to confine the 
discussion to broad reasons why it might be lower or higher, rather than because a 
particular figure for conversion should be adopted. I’ll take Lambeth as an example or 
whatever suchlike. We’ll adjourn now until twenty to five.  
 
BREAK 
 
07:10:39 
Chair: 
The examination is resumed. We now come to the question of arguments for, I think 
they probably will all be for increased figures. I know there are the individual 
boroughs that are arguing for slightly lower figures but I’m not sure that there are any 
that are arguing for lower global figures as opposed to lower individual figures but 
you’ll see. So I think if we come to the question of the adequacy of the figures, I was 
going to call upon the Town and Country Planning Association, well I’ll wait a 
moment. Sorry to cause you to run, but. 
 
07:11:23 
Duncan Bowie, Town and Country Planning Association: 
Thank you. Just trying to get the coffee drunk in time. 
 
07:11:26 
Chair: 



 

DRLP EiP 5 October 2010  Afternoon - housing targets - p41 of 70 
 

Well, I say, I think you had got the interesting, flagging up point of, probably Essex 
County Council and one or two others did as well, about the relationship between 
housing within London and outside London which implies that a higher figure might 
be required to meet demand and need in London. So if you’d like to open this part of 
the discussion on the overall question of housing figures. 
 
07:11:56 
Duncan Bowie, Town and Country Planning Association: 
Thank you very much, sir. What I really wanted to do was to pursue the issue as the 
TCPA has done at several EIPs in the past on the interrelationship between the 
capacity of London and the capacity of the wider region because I don’t think it’s 
possible to imply, as was implied, that the issue of individuals moving out of London 
is one of independent personal choice because it does very much relate to the situation 
within London of the availability of supply and the affordability of housing. So there 
is a clear interrelationship between London and the wider metropolitan region. I also 
have some concerns, as I was implying earlier that the extent to which the ORS-based 
analysis can reflect wider demand in what is a very transient, globalised economy, 
with people actually moving in and out of London on a daily basis, with 
accommodation only being partly occupied by people with several homes, often in 
several countries, for understandable international employment reasons, does actually 
mean that the issue of effective use of supply is a fundamental concern which cannot 
necessarily be adequately taken on board in the kind of analysis that we’ve been 
presented with. There was comments earlier that there aren’t necessarily significant 
numbers of vacant units in London, though obviously sometimes there has been 
overprovision of certain types of units but there is, I think, a fundamental issue which 
is very difficult to record of partial occupation of units, especially large units in the 
private sector where people do have a number of homes elsewhere, or at least access 
to homes elsewhere. And obviously a lot of people in London, in certain parts of the 
market do have accommodation say, in the country, where they stay at some times of 
the week, and this is something which is very difficult to pick up within an ORS-type 
study and also, I think, a fundamental issue in terms of the extent to which planning is 
unable to ensure effective use of stock. So you can plan for provision, you have no 
control over it’s use and therefore the issue of, I mean one of the reasons why there is 
such a desperate shortage of family-sized housing in London is because so much of 
the family-sized housing we have is not actually occupied by families.  
 
But there’s a second component of this which moves onto the interregional debate, 
which is a slightly different issue, which is concerns about some of the assumptions in 
the target based on the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in relation to 
the sustainability of development and this is partly going back to reflect some of the 
issues about the nature of housing output over the last few years and the 
appropriateness of output in terms of size, never mind affordability, and what we have 
is, as is very clear from the London Plan Annual Monitoring Reports, evidence that 
half to two thirds of development has been, or planning consent, I should say, have 
been significantly above the ranges in the London Plan Density Matrix, and this is 
problematic for the way in which targets are set, because what effectively has 
happened is that where a planning consent has been granted, even if not implemented, 
or where a site has been allocated, even not followed through in terms of a planning 
application, but the figures counted in the study are the basis of the consents and the 
allocations, irrespective of whether they’re in compliance with the London Plan 
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density policies and the principles of sustainable residential quality. What that 
actually means therefore is the targets are actually counting consents which are 
explicitly unsustainable in terms of the London Plan policy. So that then raises issues, 
not so much about the content of output, but type of output and this does obviously 
have an impact on what kind of housing is provided in terms of families, and there’s 
indirect impact also on how much of it is affordable, never mind social rented 
provision. So I think there are some fairly fundamental issues about deliverability and 
the assumptions about deliverability, especially in the current market and in terms of 
current understanding of housing requirements rather than in terms of the pre-crash 
requirement, pre-credit-crunch requirements, which do raise issues about whether the 
quantum proposed can actually be achieved on a sustainable basis in compliance with 
London Plan policy. I think a statement that we have to count them because they’ve 
already been consented is very different from whether the schemes are actually going 
to be implemented. Now what this, I think, does do is these two factors combined 
about possibly an understatement of need and an overstatement of capacity, or at least 
capacity in terms of the deliverability of appropriate housing in the short and medium 
term, I think does raise issues about whether there are more appropriate ways of 
meeting housing requirements and the assumptions contained which I think are still 
predicated on a significant level of overdevelopment continuing the trend we’ve 
actually seen in the last few years, especially in inner London. So I think this does 
raise again the issue about whether we can have more appropriate suburban 
intensification to counter balance possible assumptions about overdevelopment in the 
central area.  
 
I think it certainly does raise, as some other colleagues have raised, the 
appropriateness of the assumptions about garden grabbing, an emotional term but I 
think we have from the adjustments made because of that government policy change 
actually reduced the capacity for some small scale intensifications in suburban areas, 
which would contribute to sustainable communities and meet housing needs without 
the kind of overintensification that is otherwise assumed. So I would certainly argue 
that that garden grabbing reduction should be reconsidered, it’s certainly far more 
appropriate to use some small scale intensification on large sites in the suburbs than it 
is to go for even higher densities and inappropriate provision in some locations as we 
have been doing.  
 
The final point I want to make, which comes back to the interregional aspect, and it 
was touched on earlier about whether there have been discussions with the other 
regions about the relationship on housing provision, I mean I wouldn’t necessarily be 
party to those discussions, but in the sense that the proposers in the Plan do imply an 
overall balance between supply and requirements, there therefore presumably hasn’t 
been seen to be a need to have discussions with the other regions about the housing 
relationship in terms of those regions. I’m conscious of this, obviously, from the last 
examination in public, whether there was an identified deficit, and that issue was 
discussed but the issue was never vigorously pursued in terms of the whole 
employment and relationship in terms of London’s housing needs but it’s clearly an 
absurdity to basically say that in a situation where a third of London’s workforce 
actually live outside London that there isn’t some kind of residential employment 
relationship between London and the Greater Metropolitan Region, that’s something 
that Sir Peter Hall himself has argued at previous EIPs, and in a sense I’m taking what 
was his seat on behalf of the TCPA today. So I think there is a critical point here 
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about the relationship between London and the Wider Metropolitan Region, conscious 
that changes in regional structures outside London have made this a much more 
problematic issue for the Mayor to actually deal with in terms of interregional 
discussions, but I think that there still remains an argument that the assumption that 
the compact city approach initiated by Ken Livingstone can, in a sense, be continued 
by the new Mayor on the basis that there is a balance between supply and need which 
is very crude and is helpful to in a way that it avoids the debate about the Wider 
Metropolitan Region that we do actually need. I’m not really quite sure whether you 
wanted me to get into those areas but you’ve allowed me to continue, so thank you 
very much, sir, and I think that’s helpful. 
 
07:20:21 
Chair: 
You’ve certainly, those were in fact the very areas that I was expecting us to be 
considering at this stage. I think your statement implied that you considered that the 
compact city may not be tenable and that therefore there may well be a need to review 
green belt boundaries and consider how the best plan of development could be found, 
and that presumably applies both within London and outside London. 
 
07:20:47 
Duncan Bowie, Town and Country Planning Association: 
It applies to the potential for suburban development and also for consideration of 
some areas as urban extensions, I stress — following a kind of what in some countries 
is known as the finger approach to urban extensions where you retain access to the 
green belt —very different from uncontrolled urban sprawl, moving away from the 
green belt as a green girdle, which is effectively it has operated as, strangling London 
in many ways, to move to a position which actually looks at much more appropriate 
forms of sustainable development, which may in some cases mean the utilisation of 
land which is formally categorised as green belt but which isn’t operational as any 
kind of leisure or even visual amenity to anybody, and I think we need to move away 
from a rigid position and look at options for more sustainable development, 
fundamentally arguing for a much wider range of provision, subject obviously to 
adequate social infrastructure and public transport access because, bluntly, over the 
last few years we haven’t had, despite the numbers of housing output, we haven’t had 
housing that’s appropriate to London’s needs, either in terms of affordability, tenure, 
built form or the proportion of family provision, and the kind of alternatives that we 
are proposing would allow a range of options which might lead to more appropriate 
outputs to meet London’s housing requirements as a whole. 
 
07:22:39 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I believe instead of taking everyone grouped together we’ll 
move straight to the Forum to see what your contribution would be. 
 
07:22:58 
London Forum: 
I thought this would be an easy session in which all those that thought it should be a 
lower figure put their hand up, all those who thought it ought to be just as it is put 
their hand up and then anybody who wanted more, because from the previous 
discussion it seemed that most people thought the figure was at least not too high, no, 
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not too low, but having heard what Duncan has said, I agree with an awful lot of what 
he said, and certainly looking at, if I look at the area that I live in, a lot of the major 
housing developments have been bought off plan abroad and achieve maybe 40% 
occupancy. That means that 60%, which is all counted towards the target, isn’t 
actually producing housing for Londoners, its producing bricks and mortar but isn’t 
producing housing. And if it is about meeting the needs of Londoners, then we need 
to discount quite a bit of this that is not actually meeting that need. If it’s going to 
second homes, if we exclude student accommodation from this picture, if we exclude 
special housing for the elderly from this picture, both of which could actually take the 
pressure off the existing stock a bit, if we don’t do any of those things then we’ve 
actually got to think that the figure that we’ve got may not be high enough. So we also 
need to look at the composition. What Duncan said is perfectly right. The real area 
where there’s a shortage of what we can call family-sized housing is in the affordable 
sector. There’s no shortage in the market sector. The problem is, as Duncan said, a lot 
of it’s occupied by people, just one or two people, in what would otherwise house 
families. So you might say “yes, demand says we need larger units” but actually there 
isn’t a shortage out there if they were better fit and part of the better fit may be older 
people having the option of moving to something more suitable and freeing up that 
housing. There is an inertia factor, I don’t know when I’m going to move on, but there 
is no suitable alternative for many of them and it’s actually starting to address the 
needs of particular groups that’s going to be needed within the total. So if anything, as 
long as some of these issues aren’t addressed and we are just providing bricks and 
mortar and it doesn’t matter who takes it,, then we’re probably underproviding. So I 
might have gone for the target that has been produced for London as a realistic one 
and it is very much in the sense of what the capacity shows, but it’s still going to 
leave us short and probably short on a whole lot of factors that we haven’t even taken 
into account. 
 
07:26:16 
Chair: 
Yes, obviously there is a difference and there may well be a difference between what 
a realistic target of need or requirement is and what one is of capacity and ability to 
meet it. 
 
07:26:38 
Previous speaker: 
And that’s what makes London different. 
 
07:26:48 
Chair: 
Well, we’ll hear from Essex County Council now, one of the neighbouring areas. 
 
07:26:29 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Thank you, sir. Excuse me. Roy Lewis, Essex County Council. I think just to start off, 
sir, to confirm the position that we made in our original representations on this policy, 
and repeated in our written summation, that the original provision for London that we 
found acceptable in terms of the quantitative scale. We find that from the evidence 
which the Mayor and the GLA have presented that there is a convergence from 
between the demographic evidence of the ONS population projections and CLG 
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household projections from the 2006-based round, together with the evidence coming 
through on capacity from the SHLAA and also the evidence in the Housing Market 
Assessment. And as the Mayor’s note indicates, the relationship between those three 
strands of evidence are now much closer than they have been in the past, where 
necessarily the principle for London for a long time, and I’ve been working at issues 
of regional balance between London and the surrounding regions for at least 20 years, 
then it has been, whatever the other evidence, it’s always been the capacity of London 
which previously has led the argument and then any deficit on need has been 
distributed outside. I feel that the convergence of the evidence this time round begets 
that, in terms of adding to the needs and demand for additional housing provision 
outside of London. That’s in the context that the demographic evidence, particularly 
on migration as presented by Mr Hollis in the two technical seminars, those 
demonstrate continuing net outmigration from London as a baseline, at a slightly 
increasing rate. But the convergence of the three strands of evidence I’ve just 
described indicates that the London Plan as presented will maintain, is designed to 
maintain, that demographic position and so in terms of then comparing the situation 
with the surrounding regions then equally the 2006-based round, if we’re taking that 
as the base for this at the moment, apply equally to the surrounding regions without 
the need to add any additional demand coming from London due to the provision in 
the London Plan not being capable of accommodating the demand arising from 
London from that same source. 
 
07:29:56 
Chair: 
I mean what you’re basically saying is that this, what has been put forward, allows for 
a continuation of past trends because the ONS are basically a trend projection. 
 
07:30:07 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Yes. If one interprets the evidence that the Mayor and GLA have put forward on the 
other strands, they do converge with the ONS trend and therefore there’s no need to 
add to the ONS in surrounding regions. 
 
07:30:33 
Chair: 
I think some other people have mentioned in statements that obviously there is a 
certain element of a circular argument that the ONS do feed in anticipated future 
provision to allow for the trends to continue so if that provision doesn’t take place 
then there might be a reduction of that trend. 
 
07:31:01 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
The ONS population projections are based on pure trend without making any 
assumptions. 
 
07:31:08 
Chair: 
…The population are maybe but when you get to the household I understood that 
there was an expectation that what was anticipated will take place and if it doesn’t 
obviously take place then your trend won’t actually happen. 
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07:31:28 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Appreciate that, sir, but we have to start somewhere. What I’m saying is, if we take 
the ONS projections and the CLG household projections as the base and they are 
trend-based then the provision set out in the draft of the London Plan. 
 
07:31:50 
Chair: 
…Leaves the status quo. 
 
07:31:52 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
…Is sufficient for that and that provision is also backed up by the evidence coming 
from the other two strands of the Land Availability Housing Capacity Assessment and 
the Housing Market Assessment. Therefore there is no additional demand to transfer 
from London to the surrounding regions at this level of provision. 
 
07:32:19 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. 
 
07:32:28 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
If I could just pick up a few points that have been made. Obviously the question of 
discussions between the Mayor, the GLA and authorities in the surrounding regions. 
The landscape has changed. During the sub-regional sessions of this examination the 
note of the interregional forum that was held in June was presented and that indicated 
an agreement between London and the two regions to continue discussion. Now the 
identified representatives from the East of England region were the respective leaders 
of Hertfordshire County Council and Essex County Council, I believe one of the 
representatives from the South East Region was identified as the leader of Kent 
County Council, I think, from memory, the South East had to identify another named 
person but obviously with those discussions you could continue, as a round table, 
authority to authority, obviously in the East of England the local government 
association has been reconfigured since that forum met, and so I can’t advise you at 
the moment whether they would be party to the discussion or not, but I think, as we 
indicated in our comments on the sub-regional theme, then definitely Essex we’re 
hoping to continue discussion with the Mayor on the wider range of mutual interests 
across our boundaries.  
 
In terms of the localism agenda maybe just give you an indication of how authorities 
in Essex are approaching this, since you’ve got a view from the outside. Now if I take 
Greater Essex then we have two unitary authorities, that’s Thurrock and Southend, 
and 12 district councils. Currently preparation of local development framework core 
strategies, we have three which were approved and they’re in sub-regional centres of 
Colchester, Chelmsford and Southend. We have three which are currently going 
through the examination process, that’s Castlepoint, Rochford and Thurrock. And all 
of those documents are progressive housing provision in line with the then approved, 
the approved East of England Plan which was revoked by Secretary of State. We have 
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two plans which are approaching submission which then leaves six districts still 
progressing. Three are making good progress, one is somewhat laggard, I have to 
admit, I think that definitely three of them will be working towards the Plan provision 
in the East of England Plan. 
 
07:36:19 
Chair: 
Those are the three that are progressing? 
 
07:36:22 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Sorry? 
 
07:36:22 
Chair: 
You said there were six still… 
 
07:36:26 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Six. I think… 
 
07:36:27 
Chair: 
Six still to come but three making good progress. 
 
07:36:28 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
In fact, that would be ten, including Brentwood and Malden. I think in terms of 
Brentwood and Malden they have very low provisions in the East of England Plan 
because of their local circumstances, Malden being very rural and Brentwood being a 
very tightly constrained green belt district. In the north east we have ten who are now 
progressing their core strategy and that is on target to deliver housing provision. I 
think in the west of the county we have Harlow and Epping Forest, which have been 
doing joint work with east Hertfordshire across the border in Hertfordshire because of 
the growth in general in the East of England Plan for the Harlow area as part of the 
London-Stansted-Cambridge Corridor. I think the jury has to be out on what happens 
in that area but this isn’t a new debate arising from localism, it’s been an ongoing 
debate from the beginning of the regional strategy process. And then the final one 
would be Basildon which will probably start its consultation procedures next year. 
 
07:37:58 
Chair: 
Along with Epping Forest and Uttlesford as well, presumably. 
 
07:38:10 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Sorry, that was in, sorry, I was including Uttlesford with Braintree as two districts 
approaching submission. 
 
07:38:19 
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Chair: 
Right. And are they sticking with the East of England Plan figures? 
 
07:38:25 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Yes. 
 
07:38:32 
Chair: 
So the only one that you’re saying may be a question mark is Epping Forest. 
 
07:38:38 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Well is the triumpherates, Epping Forest, Harlow and East Hertfordshire, because of 
the way in which the East of England Plan phrased the growth proposals and housing 
provision for Harlow and I think the expectation was that the bulk of that provision 
would be met in a major urban extension in East Hertfordshire. 
 
07:39:06 
Chair: 
Yeah, I remember, yeah. And so other than the final one is Basildon which… 
Basildon is the one that’s lagging then is it? 
 
07:39:11 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Basildon is the one that is lagging, yes, I’m afraid. And I think after the wait, the 
outcome now. So that gives you a flavour, that in terms of the approved East of 
England Plan, then the vast bulk of authorities in Essex are still working to those 
figures. 
 
07:39:39 
Chair: 
Right. Well thank you very much. That was very helpful, though of course the East of 
England Plan is, I think, the earliest of the last round of Regional Spatial Strategies 
and has therefore, I think, probably the lowest provision compared with the household 
forecasts. I think it’s 34,000 gain in households per year in the 2006 figures and I 
think the East of England Plan is 26,830 dwellings gained. 
 
07:40:16 
Roy Lewis, Essex County Council: 
Yes, sorry, I admit that the Regional Assembly at it’s last meeting in March did agree 
a revision to the Plan to submit which actually rolled forward the housing provision 
figures from 02/2031 that were in the original approved Plan but we can only work on 
the approved plan. I think just finally because the discussion at the Sec Committee in 
the middle of September has been mentioned, I think the emphasis on localism that 
was made by the Secretary of State and his ministers during Sec Committee was 
balanced by an equal emphasis, I felt, on the question of maintaining housing 
provision so that how that is resolved in terms of the wider debates which are taking 
place will obviously remain to be seen. 
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07:41:32 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. Moving round then. Mr Stephenson. Drew Stevenson. 
 
07:41:51 
Drew Stephenson: 
Thank you, Chair. References made in the previous session to the fact that I’d 
produced a paper and I’d just briefly like to explain that and have the opportunity, if I 
may, to come back on the actual figures in the light of what I say in that paper. You’ll 
know, chair, that I made a number of submissions, regional papers, comments, 
submissions on the housing figures and you summarised my contribution in your 
panel note as “Drew Stephenson has made a number of technical comments on this 
process”. That’s true, I have, and I have been concerned throughout that there should 
be, as transparent as possible, a presentation of the figures, both of need and of 
capacity, and I think it’s evident, I think, from the reading of the initial draft, which 
was produced very quickly and all credit to those who did it, but a number of us 
actually interpreted what it was saying in very different ways, some people said 
vacancies were included and some people said second homes were and vice versa and 
so on and so forth and you yourself raise questions about what’s the relationship 
between figures in paragraph x and paragraph y. So my basic and rather simplistic, on 
a simple aim, it’s not simplistic at all, is to say, well can we first of all agree how you 
would arrive at the figure of need and secondly the figure for capacity.  
 
And I was puzzled on the way these figures have been arrived at until yesterday 
where I found the housing technical seminar extremely helpful and I thanked in my 
note all those concerned, but it did make me think about “well, have we yet got to a 
completely credible, understandable and transparently understandable figure?” and I 
think that the presentation on the SHMA was extremely helpful and I’m not 
suggesting that we should restart that or anything but there were questions raised 
about the extent to which their final figures, in either of the scenarios,  took into 
account things such as vacancies in the additional stock, that’s the stock that’s going 
to come through under this planned period, the question of second homes in the 
additional stock and the issue of reducing household size, not just in the existing 
stock, sorry, in the additional stock, but in the existing stock as well. If it is correct 
that the average household size is going to decline to 2.25 by 2021, which is halfway 
through the period, then it follows that those who are living in homes now, the 
average occupation of those homes will decline throughout that period to an average 
of 2.25. So it seemed to me those were three things that the total presented yesterday 
in the SHMA analysis weren’t included. So what I produced, chair, is a note which 
says “could it possibly be agreed between all of the participants, including the GLA of 
course, that this is the basis on which the total figures would be calculated”. I’ve not 
attempted to insert those figures because I think that would just make it more difficult 
to see the wood through the trees. The first is, what are all the elements that need to be 
included? You have this baseline, you add these, you take these out and so on and so 
forth and then you get to a figure.  
 
I’ve also tried to address the notion of the student accommodation, as I very strongly 
believe they’re better left out of the calculations altogether, but then there to be a 
separate statement of total existing student housing is 260,000, the additional 
requirement per year is anything between 9 and 13,000, and that should then be 
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entered as a separate column for monitoring purposes. It doesn’t affect the level of 
conventional provision all told or targets at all, I think it only confuses it if you try 
and mix the two together.  
 
So I’ve also then commented briefly on the issue of the two scenarios that are raised 
in the SHMA and I do conclude on that that I think the main problem there is not so 
much whether you deal with the backlog over 10 or 20 years, but how you are going 
to deal with the implications of the change in housing benefits, unless, as we all know, 
those have been assumed as a constant in that process. So what my paper says, chair, 
basically, is can we please agree everything, all the headings that should be included 
and the relationship between them, and once we’ve done that, can we then put the 
numbers in and we will have the figure, I hope, that we’ll all agree on. At the moment 
it’s very hard to agree on a figure when we’re not quite sure what that figure 
comprises. I’ve done a similar kind of analysis on the supply figures, based on the 
SHLAA, and the main difference between the presentation we had yesterday and the 
conclusions that I suggested in this paper have to do with the BNPP assumptions 
about non-economic viability. The SHLAA itself deals with a number of constraints 
but it doesn’t address that fundamental constraint of what it actually is the site 
financially available at all and so I’ve attempted to bring in that constraint alongside 
the other constraints. What I’m proposing is a process, chair, if it’s agreed with you, is 
that I’ve already given the GLA copies of these papers and also to your self, through 
Carmel, I don’t have with me a copy, I’ll send that out tomorrow morning. It could be 
circulated and joined tomorrow and we could have the actual debate about it on 
Thursday morning. My final comment would be that it’s a bit ironic, as far as I’m 
concerned, because I passionately believe that the Plan should state the realistic extent 
of need, and then should state a supply that meets that need, and I know from what 
John Lett was saying earlier, that’s the Mayor’s intention too, but without having put 
the figures all in place, I’m afraid that the outcome of my proposed methodology is 
that the extent of need is going to go up compared to what the figure currently is and 
the capacity is going to go down, but that takes us really, chair, to the final question 
that you raise in your paper, is that if there is a mismatch, how big is it and how is it 
going to be dealt with? 
 
07:46:23: 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I think you mean your suggestion that we would return to this 
on Thursday, I think we would only be able to, in a sense, sensibility return to this on 
Thursday if someone is going to take up your challenge, including yourself, to 
actually insert some figures in it. I mean I can see the argument, the factors that you 
have flagged up here, they’re all valid factors that one can argue as to whether they 
should be applied or not and we’ll no doubt have a response from the Mayor’s team 
later this afternoon but if we assume that for the moment that they are, I’m not saying 
they are but if we assume they were, to have a debate we need the figures inserted and 
unless someone is actually going to do that we can’t really take it any further forward 
than you are simply arguing that these are the things that you would say should be in 
and if we are going to have regard to that representation we will have to seek to factor 
in those matters ourselves and then come to a view as to whether they are valid and 
what the implications are. So how far we take it forward really depends upon whether, 
either yourself, or others are going to pick up the… 
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07:47:40 
Drew Stephenson: 
I’d assumed, chair, that with the resources at their disposal, if we could agree what the 
headings were, then… 
 
07:47:46 
Chair: 
Well in the response to this discussion this afternoon you may find out whether they 
are going to pick up the baton… 
 
07:47:54 
Drew Stephenson: 
Yeah, I would hope the GLA would take, would then provide the figures. I certainly 
would undertake to have a very quick look at them from my own point of view first 
thing on Thursday and I would hope we could then have a conclusive debate. 
 
07:48:04 
Chair: 
Well we’ll hear in a moment on that, but before we get to there, I’d like to get round 
the rest of the table and see how we get on there. Well we’ll go one step back to the 
London Tenants Federation. 
 
07:48:17 
London Tenants Federation: 
We would like to comment on the figures set out in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment and support some of the things that Drew’s saying. I mean we have 
concerns that the original assessment for the tenure total of housing is 245,500 for 
social rented housing, and then if we look at the two scenarios, particularly the one 
where it suggests that the backlog of need will be stretched over 20 years, the figure 
comes back down to 152,900. I mean that’s obviously based on the fact that families, 
homeless families are being placed in private leased accommodation and we would, at 
very minimum, suggest that that needs to be reinserted into the figure. I mean this 
extension to 20 years is actually a 27 year, in total, extension because when you look 
at the assessment, the Housing Requirement Study that was done in 2004, would have 
suggested that the backlog of need should have been met within 10 years, so by 2014. 
Now if we’re stretching this on further, it’s a kind of never-ending extension of how 
long this backlog will actually extend to. It seems totally unreasonable to keep 
stretching it when actually the deadline for meeting that need and dealing with the 
backlog should have been in 2014! But we would ask... to go back to the figure as 
suggested in the analysis, for 245,500 is the figure that needs to go into any 
assessment and then appropriate targets be set for social rented, intermediate and 
market housing. It would seem to us that the figure for social rented need in 2004 was 
207,900 so this would be a better figure to take into account the additional need. I 
mean we’ve got in London, the figures from the GLA table suggest that the numbers 
on housing waiting lists rose by 55% from 2002 to 2009 and households living in 
overcrowded housing rose by 47% over the same period of time. These are not small 
issues, they must be addressed by proper targets. 
 
07:51:47 
Chair: 
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Thank you very much. The London Consortium. 
 
07:51:53 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers: 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers. There’s two or three points if I may, 
I think one thing I’ve been involved in a large number of the EIPs, including the last 
one on the London Plan, and I think the one lesson that you learn is that there is, 
predicting housing requirements and capacities is not a precise science, you clearly do 
have to have some guidance, I think, but the most important thing are the policies that 
help you achieve housing delivery, in a sense wherever that number it set, and once I 
take the point that has just been made by the London Tenants, I think if the policies 
are framed in the correct way, delivery above target levels at least can be aspired to 
and hopefully achieved.  
 
The Consortium’s position is that they believe that the figure that the Mayor is putting 
forward is a conservative figure, however, with the policy expressed as a minimum 
number to be achieved they can support that figure. As I’ve said I think it’ll come 
down to the policies that will help the industry meet and hopefully excede that target. 
My recollection is that completions in London over the last few years have struggled 
to achieve that sort of number anyway, so in that sense it could be regarded as 
challenging.  
 
I wonder if I could just make a couple of other very quick points, I think some of the 
points made by the TCPA the Consortium would be supportive of, particularly in 
respect of the comments about the green belt. I’m old enough to know that many 
years ago Doctor Martin Elson at Oxford Brookes University did a study on the green 
belt, I think as part of evidence to the House of Commons Environment Committee, 
the Select Committee, on green belt, and he concluded that green belt releases, sorry, 
green belt, should be considered for release where it would reinforce and support 
sustainable development, and I think it’s clear that there are areas around London 
where that might be a possibility. I think the final point, I’d perhaps take a little bit of 
contention with the TCPA, and hopefully we can come back at this at the debate on 
Friday, as really about the contention of overdevelopment in the central areas where 
developments have exceded the density table, I appreciate that’s a separate issue but 
I’d like to come back to that, if I may, later in the week. 
 
07:56:18 
Chair: 
Ok. Yes, I think we have got the design policies on Friday, so yes. 
 
07:56:22 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers: 
I think I’m the first one to nail colour to the mast, sir, and say that “yes, we will 
support that figure”. 
 
07:56:28 
Chair: 
Right. Mr Stevens. 
 
07:56:31 
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James Stevens, the Home Builders Federation: 
Thank you very much, James Stevens, the Home Builders Federation. Just quickly for 
starters on the question of shortage of market homes, I know this is probably a 
question for the discussion about affordable housing, so I don’t want to say a great 
deal at this point, but I think it’s just important to recognise that prior to 2001, in 
London, I think house prices were on average about four times average household 
incomes, but since 2001 those have risen to about nine times. I think those figures are 
correct. That clearly has to have something to do with supply and I’d be wary about, I 
suppose I’m a Cornucopian and I’d like to see housing to meet lots of people’s needs 
and I wouldn’t necessarily want to exclude people who want to come and live in 
London, the leisure purchasers and second home owners, and I think we also need to 
be aware of people’s aspirations and not to make the hasty judgement that because 
they currently can’t afford to get mortgages, they will necessarily be content with 
social renting or even private sector renting. I think we need to, as a society, we need 
to be able to respond to people’s aspirations but more of that later. On the question of 
vacancies and second homes, I mentioned yesterday’s seminar that I think the Plan 
doesn’t account for second homes. I used in my own projection, which is based upon 
the 2006 household projections which I set out in my written statement, I used the 
NHPAU’s conservative assessment of 0.7% to factor in for second homes. I’m not an 
expert in these matters and I think the NHPAU did a very good job, even if they 
didn’t argue the statistics particularly well in some examinations, I thought, but I 
think there was a lot of work that went in to the development of their household 
projections and I think if we’re going to critique their projections or subject their 
projections to a lot of scrutiny then we might also do the same with a lot of other 
national research that’s produced. I actually think they did a good job. So not only the 
question of second homes, I think, also, their contingency that they concede as 3.3% I 
think needs to be added to the London figure. 
 
07:59:22 
Chair: 
There is a figure in the London documents of 3% rather than 3.3%. That might be 
more valid in the local context. 
 
07:59:32 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers: 
Thank you, sir. The question of backlog is a difficult one and I welcome, I know they 
did discuss this to some degree in the technical seminar yesterday, but I would like 
some clarification on how that is being accounted for in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. My own calculation of backlog might be considered quite a crude one 
but it’s based upon the delivery, the degree of underperformance under the current or 
what would be the old London Plan since 2004, and my figure based upon CLG data 
on completions, which I tend to trust more than other sources of data, puts that figure 
at 46,590, but that’s set out in my paper. So the end result of that is that I come up 
with a figure which is about 42,00 which, funnily enough, is in line with the 
NHPAU’s own upper range which is necessary to address the backlog, to address 
unseen and unmet demand, and to stabilise affordability at 2007 levels, but people can 
read that in my written statement. On the question of student housing, along with 
many others, I strongly disagree with this being factored into the calculation. 
 
08:00:49 
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Chair: 
I should say, I think we’re probably going to have a separate discussion on that 
particular point. 
 
08:00:55 
Chris Greck, Consortium of London Developers: 
Then lastly on the question of viability in the Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment, I’m not really sure if it’s the role of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment to do detailed levels of viability. It’s quite difficult to know 
what it should do at a regional level, but certainly at a local level you’re only really 
there to identify show stoppers, you know, where there are major infrastructure 
constraints. The purpose of the SHLAA is to identify as many deliverable and 
developable sites to form a reservoir on which local authorities can draw potentially 
for their housing supply. So I’m a bit wary and sceptical about the benefits of, and the 
impossibility, I think, of conducting a viability assessment, a detailed viability 
assessment at London regional level. Thank you, sir. 
 
08:01:45 
Chair: 
Thank you very much indeed. Mr Bolton. 
 
08:01:51 
Mr Bolton: 
Thank you, sir. To start with and to put our comments in context, I refer you to our 
original submission to the revised London Plan that was made in January 2010. I 
believe you have copies of that available to you. On page 15, table 3, I set out 3 
different projections, they’re from the Chelmer model or the Anglia Polytechnic 
model, whichever you wish to call it, relatively simple model in terms of an ageing 
process of 5 year cohorts, doesn’t take into account second homes, it keeps second 
homes, institutional, population constant, vacancies are held constant, and there’s no 
allowance for backlog to cover the areas that have been discussed. The good news in 
some ways, for the Mayor, is the short term migration output of the model is around 
34,400 so it seems to correlate with the, or close to the figure, that is being proposed, 
although it doesn’t take into account a lot of the matters that the Mayor’s figure 
supposedly does. The other two projections, one is a long-term migration projection 
where you look at average, net migration over 10 years rather than 5 years and that 
gives a requirement, or an annual requirement of almost 45,000. All these are annual 
requirements of 2006, 2026, because we believe the Plan should at least look forward 
to 2026. The last one that we put in, and it is quite helpful, I think, for those around 
the table who are talking about meeting Londoners’ needs, is what’s called a zero net 
migration and this is whereby in and outmigration it is, if you like, matched so it’s a 
proxy, it’s not an exact projection, but it’s a proxy of what the existing people in 
London now would need in terms of new houses, if they didn’t migrate out, if we 
didn’t have that flow of migration. And that zero net migration projection is some 
42,000 dwellings per year, so one can see, and to be fair the Mayor’s been quite open 
with this, the level that’s being looked at, at the present time, is a level whereby it is 
assumed quite a few households in London, who are currently living in London, will 
move out, if you like, to meet their housing aspirations. Now these projections, just 
the same as the Mayor’s are, and when one looks at projections you have to ask two 
questions, I would suggest, and those two questions you ask are “are the inputs”, 
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because projections are effectively saying “if we continue going along the same route, 
this is what will happen”, and so the two questions you’ve got to ask is “do we 
actually want to continue along this route? Is this the type of housing market we want 
to have?” and the second is “whether it’s sound to assume that these trends will 
continue”. So I’ve categorised these as desirable and soundness in terms of how one 
might look at a projection.  
 
If I turn to the issue of affordability, both our projections and the figure I’m proposing 
and, indeed, the figure the Mayor is proposing, will not address the issue of 
affordability. I think we’re both up front about that, it would not change the issues to 
do with affordability. Now is that a desirable outcome for the Plan? I don’t think it is 
a desirable outcome for the Plan. I think the Plan should try and address the issues of 
affordability in London and provide households with the choice to live in London if 
they wish to, rather than being moved out because it is more economic from their 
personal viewpoint to do so. Is it sound, is it likely that affordability won’t change if 
this number of houses is provided? Yes, I think it probably is, I think that probably is 
the consensus looking at the NHPAU proposals and indeed what the Mayor was 
saying about affordability. Yes, I think we can conclude that if this level, if the 
Mayor’s level is provided then affordability will not be addressed. The second major 
input, if you like, to the calculation of housing demand and need, and I use those 
terms advisedly, is migration. Now firstly we are being told that this Plan is planning 
for what people want, in other words people want to move their families out of 
London and that’s personal choice and we should plan for it. To some extent, yes, if 
that is purely personal choice one could say “hats off to the Mayor”, meeting personal 
choice is something we think should be looked at. Is it desirable? Quite often when I 
try and use the argument of personal choice in location of housing, local authorities 
say “well it might be personal choice but it’s not desirable” and top of the list of why 
it’s not desirable is usually “it is sustainable?” I don’t think that level of migration is 
sustainable and there’s a couple of headlines I would like to just put out there. One, I 
think, there is the issue of these families still having social and indeed economic ties 
to London. So you have an increasing number of people commuting back into the city 
and I’ve actually expanded that in my submissions and I won’t go further than 
highlight it here, but just in terms of increased travel movements it’s unsustainable. I 
also think it’s unsustainable in the social context because those people who can afford 
to buy a house, but not buy a house in London, are moving out, and you’re, if you 
like, removing a sector of the population. There was some work done with the new 
towns, which criticised Milton Keynes, and other places, for having a negative impact 
on areas of London, because they took out the economically mobile, the more 
pioneering elements of the population and put them in other areas, leaving the less 
mobile, both in terms of aspirations and in terms of social reasons, in pockets in 
London, and the new town proposal was criticised for having that effect. Now 
effectively we’re having that effect, but simply in an unplanned manner. We’re not 
knowing whether these people will be housed but we’re planning for that to occur and 
I don’t think that’s socially sustainable. In particular, I think it leaves you greater 
inequality in the city, it leaves those who, it either leaves those by who can afford to 
buy towards the top of the range, and those who can’t afford to either buy or move at 
the bottom. So I think there’s an issue of social cohesion and equality that one might 
chose to look at. Turning to migration, looking at it as a choice, yes, if there isn’t the 
right type of housing to be provided for families in London then those choices are 
going to be made, just to a certain extent our submissions are a little bit like the 
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TBCA’s, is we’re not looking at doing more of the same in terms of high density 
developments within the city, we are looking at expanding the city, making the city a 
bit bigger and a bit greener, we would suggest, because we believe you could expand 
the city, and include in that expansion, areas which are available for public and 
community use which open areas which aren’t open at the present time. So that’s, if 
you like, on the desirable side of migration. Turning to the soundness of the 
projections, both if you look at my short term, and indeed the Mayor’s projections, 
we’re saying “is it likely that what’s happened in the past will happen in the future?” 
We’ve heard the East of England saying that they’re producing plans in accordance to 
the revoked RSS, my understanding ‘cause I’ve gave evidence at that, my 
understanding was that was 2004-based and not 2006-based. So that explains the gap, 
if you like, that you have between the 2006 projections and the figures being proposed 
in Essex. No fault of their own, that, it’s a matter of timing but there is that gap there. 
What we’ve seen in the South East is that they’ve undershot the 2006 projections and 
what we’ve certainly seen since then, which you’ve alluded to, is most, now the RSS 
is gone, everyone is undershooting the already lower levels of… 
 
08:10:33 
Chair: 
The number. I don’t think I was suggesting everyone. I think we have evidence of a 
list we could produce of those that have said they’re going to come down, but… 
 
08:10:43 
Mr Bolton: 
Yes, probably not, I don’t think, I won’t be as lavish to say not everyone because all 
the ones I’ve heard of are going. 
 
08:10:52 
New speaker: 
Manchester and Durham are the exception. 
 
08:10:56 
Mr Bolton: 
But I think the point is whether or not we can rely on the 2006 to be a basis which will 
happen in the future. I think the evidence is stacked against you concluding that that 
level of outmigration will continue to occur because there will be a brake on supply. I 
therefore think that the level being proposed is too low, I’ve suggested on page 36 of 
my submission that the total level of housing, taking into account social rented 
completions, intermediate completions, etc, should be in the region of 37,800 
dwellings a year and that’s in paragraph 10.101, I’m afraid, of my January 
submission. But even making that level of provision one has got to accept it will not 
make provision for the needs of all Londoners but at least it will go a little further in 
the right direction. Thank you. 
 
08:13:31 
Chair: 
The National Housing Federation. 
 
08:13:35 
The National Housing Federation: 
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Thank you, sir. Just want to make three points, two of which pick up on the Town and 
Country Planning Association’s points about the appropriateness of the policy on 
protection of garden areas. I think it’s important to note the change that was made to 
PPS3 was quite a  small change, in that all that that did was change the definition of 
residential garden areas, and it took it from being previously developed, so to what we 
would now, I suppose, be called green field development, and why I make that point 
is that that does not mean that it’s, that garden land is not automatically unsuitable for 
providing housing and the point made by the Town and Country Planning Association 
is that that source of supply for housing can  have two important functions, one is 
obviously to provide affordable housing needs, the second one is it also can  help 
assist in bringing about sustainable and mixed communities and so we say that that 
source of supply shouldn’t be omitted from the calculations and that should be very 
much put back.  
 
The second point is in relation to green belt, we certainly agree that there is a 
requirement for an additional source of supply, both I think from urban extensions, 
the TCPA mentioned but also, I think, from smaller rounding off of green belt areas 
close to the urban area, maybe for mixed tenure, but within the affordable housing 
bracket, and we’ve got experience in dealing with a number of those sites in London 
and outside London. The third point I want to make is a general one and that’s about 
the relationship between market housing and affordable housing. The government 
policies still relying upon section 106 sites to deliver affordable housing, and there is 
still a clear relationship between market housing and affordable housing. Much of our 
members’ housing will come from sites which are—start out by being—private 
development sites, and are an element of that development, and that’s not changed in 
PPS3 and in terms of the way that delivery occurs, and it was mentioned earlier about 
the ways in which affordable housing is delivered, affordable housing needs the basic 
resource of land and, as I say, a lot of that land comes through private market sites. 
Thank you. 
 
08:17:13 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I take it we’re, as we’ve had debates on early days as to the 
equation of metropolitan open land with green belt that where people are talking 
about green belt they are talking about green belt and/or metropolitan open land. 
 
08:17:27 
New speaker: 
Yes. 
 
08:17:30 
Chair: 
Thank you. London First. 
 
08:17:31 
Judith Salomon, London First. 
Thank you, sir. Judith Salomon from London First. We consider that the target is too 
low. It started off in the draft replacement London Plan as 33,400. This has been sub-
sequentially reduced and now stands at 32,210 and no doubt you’ll hear lots of 
pleading on Thursday to drop it even further. Excuse me. This is below the level of 
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household growth, below the level in the SHMA and the SHLAA, and now falls 
underneath the bottom of the NHPAU’s range for London and this is a real problem 
given the level of housing need in London. The GLA in their representations describe 
it as an adequate numerical response, and the SHMA describes the target as 
conservative, and we would question, sir, whether an adequate or a conservative 
approach is really appropriate given the level of need in London and given the 
backlog and the need to address affordability, and indeed, given the Mayor’s own 
policy 3.8, which is seeking genuine choice of housing for Londoners. We are 
concerned that the SHLAA hasn’t been rigorous enough in identifying capacity and 
does show some very curious results. We highlight these in paragraph 19 and 20 of 
our written representations but just quickly, we find it hard to understand how central 
London can account for the largest share of the target after east London, as central 
London is the area which contains the CAZ, London’s world city functions and it’s 
cultural and economic capital. We find it hard to understand how 14% of all large 
sites can be in the central London area, and that it accounts for 32% of the proportion 
of small sites, which is the largest sub-region supporting. The impact of that is not 
only does it risk commercial development in the wider economy, there’s also an 
overreliance of delivery outside central London and east London, which has the 
weakest housing market and where development is most complex. The level of 
overall housing delivery is absolutely critical, we’ve just heard about the relationship 
to the delivery of affordable housing, it will also be critical to deliver section 106 or 
the community infrastructure hopefully when implemented and the new homes bonus, 
all of which will be important for local authorities, important sources of funding to 
invest in local infrastructure. The inadequacy of the target has come up in a number of 
the previous sessions of the examination and will come up on Friday in particular in 
relation to policies on density and the NHPAU has highlighted, the scope for higher 
densities. It came up in the approach to the release of employment and industrial land, 
the review have safeguarded wharfs, the requirement to re-provide employment land 
in outer London where there’s no demand, and as we’ve just heard on the protection 
of MOL and green belt, so it’s a real issue across the Plan, the fact that this target is 
too low. Thank you, sir. 
 
08:21:11 
Chair: 
I think it now falls to the Mayor’s representatives to make a response. 
 
08:21:14 
Mayor’s representative ? John Lett: 
Thank you, sir. If it’s in order, I will pass on to technical colleagues to come first to 
respond on technical questions. Jonathon Lee on the needs side and on the viability 
side, Jim. I’ll try and wrap up generally and then there are some general points which 
I think Mr Barry Pursell himself would like to make a conclusion if that’s acceptable. 
 
08:21:51 
Jonathon Lee, Mayor’s representative: 
Yes. If… 
 
08:21:52 
Chair: 
Can you speak into the microphone, please? 
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08:21:53 
Jonathon Lee, Mayor’s representative: 
Sorry. Clearly a number of points have come up in relation to the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, recognising the complexities that are faced in trying to 
understand what is inherent and create a different housing market. In terms of the 
figures that we’re looking at, the relationship between supply and migration was 
raised as a particular issue and migration generally was something that has come up 
on a number of occasions in the points. Now obviously migration is a particularly 
volatile assumption and that is something that we discussed yesterday at the technical 
seminar and the assumption that you do take surrounding migration will impact upon 
the overall requirement number that is identified. That said, we have sought to take 
the most reasonable assumptions and looked at exactly what it is that we presented 
within the analysis but inherently we are assuming the trends will continue, as has 
been said, which does mean that inevitably migration will continue from the region to 
elsewhere in the UK, in particular the south east and the eastern region.  
 
With regard to the backlog, there are a number of factors there that again we touched 
on in the technical seminar yesterday and in particular recognising that indeed, that 
there has been a shortfall in overall delivery, but the relationship that we see between 
delivery and migration has meant that many of those households that might have 
sought housing in London over the last 5 years or so, given that that housing hasn’t 
necessarily been forthcoming, has meant that they have actually changed the flows of 
migration and inherently there are a lot of interrelationships that we see here. So the 
fact that the housing hasn’t been built does instil a backlog in certain respects with 
regard to those households that cannot resolve their own circumstances and are 
remaining in situations whereby they’re not able to resolve their circumstances, but 
inherently from the market perspective the numbers that are provided over the past do 
not necessarily mean that the dwellings can simply be added on to the future. More 
generally within the figures with regard to backlog, as we discussed yesterday, many 
of the households that are currently living in unsuitable housing, for one reason or 
other, as their housing circumstances are satisfied that will release supply alongside 
requirement so when we’re looking at the overall housing number that doesn’t 
actually contribute in net terms to the additional requirement. However, backlog is 
counted within the numbers that we have considered with regard to the SHMA.  
 
There has been a number of issues raised with regard to the differences between 
tenure, and I’m conscious that we are here focussing on the overall supply, but 
essentially we are in a position whereby an undersupply of affordable housing in 
recent years, based upon what was assessed as required in the original 2004 study, has 
meant that there are a number of things that have happened, such as increase in 
housing benefit whereby households are able to afford more than they would 
otherwise be able to afford, such as temporary use of private sector housing to house 
households that would otherwise require affordable housing, and taken together, these 
have had quite significant impact on the market sector because they’re taking housing 
away from the market sector in very large numbers, and clearly that leads to a position 
whereby the demand for market housing is not only the demand for market housing, 
but it’s the demands that are placed on it by the interventions from the affordable 
housing shortfalls that are being observed and that, then, leaves us in a position where 
there is sustained pressure for market housing and house prices are being sustained, 
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increasing and obviously we are not seeing vacancies in that way. With regard to the 
issues on the overall requirement, aside from the requirement from household growth 
and from backlog, we recognise that clearly students are part of this and, whilst on the 
one hand it is straightforward to go and consider students independently, on the other 
hand it is actually very difficult to extract them. 
 
08:25:51 
Chair: 
We will be having a separate discussion on Thursday about students. 
 
08:25:53 
Jonathon Lee, Mayor’s representative: 
Apologies. In terms of the vacancies and second homes, I think that we will recognise 
that, as with the Chelmer model, we are taking certain assumptions about the levels 
remaining constant there and, I think with regard to the frictional vacancies that we 
see, in terms of movement within the stock, we are obviously considering the growth 
in housing numbers alongside the overall stock and therefore the marginal impact that 
that would have I think is accounted for in terms of that frictional relationship. In 
terms of reducing household size within the existing stock, here we don’t go and 
count that explicitly, inherently because we are looking at households whereby they 
occupy a dwelling, they continue to occupy a dwelling, but individual household 
members may choose to leave, or die, or for whatever reason that the household will 
decline in size. That, coupled with the fact that the newly forming households, the 
migrant households, the households that are actually moving, are progressively each 
becoming smaller also means that we’re not in a position that we need to add on 
additional requirement in terms of additional units, or dwellings, to accommodate that 
reducing household size, the household size changing is a consequence of other things 
happening, such as household formations, which are counted, and such as deaths 
which don’t necessarily impact upon the overall housing numbers.  
 
I think the other key issue that is of particular importance, and I appreciate we will 
come back to this when we look at the mix rather than the overall numbers, but the 
impact of changes to housing benefit, I think will be of significant importance and 
clearly it’s very difficult for us to predict exactly what impact that will be at this point 
in time. However, if that does have an impact upon household size, upon the 
migration for where households may choose to live, then clearly that is something that 
could influence the numbers in an overall way as well… 
 
08:28:17 
Chair: 
Thank you very much for that. We’ll get an opportunity for that next week when we 
look at the question of affordable housing. 
 
08:28:26 
Jim, Mayor’s representative: 
Yes. There are two contributions I’d like to make with regard to the viability. The first 
response is with regard to how to interpret the findings of the study with regard to 
capacity, and I think we need to be careful about looking at the assumptions of the 
study with regard to grants, but also something that was addressed in the study which 
was flexibility on density with regard to lower value sites. Now, if we look at the 
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headline findings of the study that was quoted in Professor Stevenson’s paper, that 
says a reduction capacity of 6,500 – 7,000 units per annum, with and without grant. 
Now the, if we look at the assumption on density flexibility with regard to those two 
figures, the 7,000 figure assumed flexibility on density, the 6,500 did not. Now, if we 
take an alternative, which is a fair and reasonable reading of the study findings, we 
find that with grant but with flexibility on density the reduction in capacity is 3,700. 
So, I think a fair and reasonable interpretation of the study is that the range with and 
without grant, therefore is 3,700-7,000. Now, it’s not for me in this chair to make any 
judgements on where grant levels are going to be, but others in the room may choose 
to take a view, in terms of what is fair and reasonable, and on the assumption that 
that’s a fair and reasonable view would be somewhere between the with grant position 
which is prudently rather less than recent levels of grant and the without grant 
position then one might conclude that a fair impact, or fair assessment of the impact, 
on viability of capacity was to be somewhere in the order of 5,000 units per annum. 
So, that’s the first point I’d like to make. The second one is what does all this mean 
for the adjustments that one makes to capacity and this debate, as set out by Professor 
Stevenson’s paper about where the starting point is. If we take the starting point as 
37,000. I don’t believe it’s appropriate to take account of the 2,600 that’s referenced 
in the paper that was the previous deduction due to decreased market buoyancy as 
that’s taken into account in the viability study. So we take the 37,000 and we reduce it 
by the 5,000 that I mentioned earlier. I think it’s still reasonable to say that on the 
highest density sites, sorry, in the higher value sites there is probably increased 
capacity from higher density. So say an extra 2,000 to add back in, so 37 – 5 + 2, 
you’re ending up with something like 34, so I think those are some observations on 
the calculations that Professor Stevenson put forward. 
 
08:32:44 
New speaker - ?John Lett, GLA: 
I can try and, rather than going through blow by blow, I’ll try and do a thematic 
summary and Andrew will pick up anything, I hope, that I’ve missed. On the first 
point, sir, the green belt and taking the TCPA approach to it, and indeed I think that’s 
almost a Royal Town Planning Institute approach, that is not national policy, sir. 
We’ve already been through dealing with the green belt and the Mayor’s 
representatives have made quite clear how strongly he wishes to protect it, that there 
is flexibility in national policy for carefully managed release through the development 
plan process, that there’s a general principle that is not part of his overall approach to 
green belt management and the expansion of London. The idea is that we try to 
consume our own smoke, that remains the case.  
 
On interregional working, we raised this yesterday, the Mayor is committed to it. 
There are challenges at the moment, institutionally and organisationally. We are 
probably stronger on the sub-regional approaches and we’re very grateful for the rep 
from Essex having highlighted that and we will continue to work with them. On the 
more general issue of migration, in particular net outmigration, I’ll run through some 
thumbnail scenarios which John Hollis then detailed up considerably more yesterday 
when I was addressing what’s actually turned out to be one of Drew Stevenson’s 
requests, but in that particular instance I was just noting that when the SHMA was 
prepared by ORS, we assumed an outmigration of some 20,000 per annum, we 
thought that currently it’s probably down to an average of about 10, but for the longer 
term we expect it to return to trend to 20,000, possibly rising to 30, which I think 
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resonates with my colleague from Essex. Going now onto Drew’s suggestions, I did a 
sort of for-instance of how one could think about doing an alternative way of 
assessing housing need at present, run through some headings which are actually very, 
very similar to the ones that he has suggested. Drew suggested a gross growth 
requirement but he does put it down to new households and in migrant households 
which John Hollis didn’t refine yesterday. The headline I suggested in my for-
instance was that we use the CLG figure which is just a little under 34,000 and that 
the migrant element of that should be as I’ve just outlined. He then goes on to talk 
about gross supply requirement and net requirement. I didn’t quite deal with it in 
those terms but I did suggest that there could be, at least for the short term, an 
increment to the CLG figure which I’d hope would approximate to the 2008 ONS 
projection which I suggested as a proxy for that to take the difference between 2004 
and 2006 around about 2,000. I then went on to sort of do a very quick summary of 
the backlog from household need, housing need, and suggested both NHPAU and 
ORS have indicated a figure of round about 8,000. We then talked at some length 
about how the ORS model handled vacancies and second homes and we touched on, I 
think, reducing household size in existing stock and I suggested then that the second 
homes element was, to a certain extent but not wholly, subsumed within the way that 
ORS dealt with both migration and the private rented sector. I would not claim that, as 
far as my understanding of the ORS model goes, that it covers all of it, but it would 
seem it’s general assumptions to cover some and it is, in any case, a relatively small 
figure if we take what the NHPAU have suggested in the order of 600 per annum. 
Vacancies is a little more problematic but, looking at the way the ORS model works, 
it takes the whole of the housing stock and it attempts to take the universe of the 
households and looks at the way that they interact between each other. It could be 
assumed, sir, that that interaction effectively takes account of any frictional vacancy, 
rather than splitting it out separately. Going on to students, the paper Drew’s just 
handed out refers to a total student universe of 260,000 which we would agree with. 
He’s put some projected growth figures, 20% of 9,000 – 13,000, I think we would 
probably be a little more modest on that and suggest that the average over the decade 
up to 2008/9, I haven’t got the numbers right in front of me, was in the order of about 
1,000, probably just a little bit less, and that our best estimate was probably about 
1,800 per annum. Now we can add all those up, this is a conventional way of doing a 
housing requirement, and you come to quite a big figure. I’ve done it on various 
variants of this and you get somewhere, not dissimilar to the higher end of the 
NHPAU range, and my conclusion yesterday was that it is one way to do it but with 
the ORS approach, with its flow model, taking much more sensitive account of the 
interplay between the housing stock and the different headship rates associated with 
the different components of household formation, does produce a lower figure, 
because that is the way that households form. It’s a more realistic impression of the 
way that the market generates a requirement with the stock that is there and that 
would give a, I think, a much lower number weight, which it obviously does, I can 
come out with somewhere near NHPAU than ORS has with its 34,900. This is partly, 
sir, because I don’t particularly want to go away and in the space of 48 hours and do 
another SHMA so I’m just giving you the figures off the top of my head which I had 
got prepared but… 
 
08:40:52 
Chair: 
It’s very helpful. 
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08:40:55 
Previous speaker John Lett?: 
[?Yesterday.] We then go on to the viability assessment component which Jim has 
just run through and at the expense of boring yet again, sir, can I read out another bit 
of the viability assessment to try and reassure Drew and reaffirm to yourself that we 
think that it’s as good as it gets, but do bear in mind that the guidance on doing 
assessments, on doing SHLAAs, was designed for districts. It was not designed for 
regions. We were not supposed to go out there and do the 500 and odd sites that you 
suggested we ought to, sorry, Land, Strategic Land people but we did do a sample of 
35 and we did try to get an impression from there. So Drew suggesting that on the 
basis of Atkins work we should really reduce it to 26,000 so… it was one extra test 
that we did. Our feeling was that the SHLAA methodology in fact addressed the 
relevant part of the guidance note and, if I can just run through very quickly, because 
I’ve said it once already, but in summary, this is paragraph 2.43, “In summary the 
SHLAA HGS, identified a deliverable and realistic conservative housing capacity of 
33,380 refined downwards now to 32,210. The 33,380 is derived by taking account of 
long-term trends in small site assumptions, reducing capacity from 36,000 units per 
annum. 36,000 units per annum was the London-wide capacity figure after taking 
account of garden land reductions at 1,000 units per annum. Therefore total 
theoretical capacity, including garden land, could be 37,000 per annum. This is 
approximately additional 4,000 units per annum. There is a further additional capacity 
of 4,000 units per annum when considering the difference between the notional and 
constraining capacity, which is equivalent to 2,500 units per annum and zooming real 
densities.” This was a 75% rather than a 50% of appropriate density for a given 
location which I think Duncan raised as a particular concern, this is where it came 
from, “…are included and would be equivalent to 3,000 additional units per annum, 
which when a prudent view of densities is applied, is reduced to 1,500. In summary, 
this would mean that there is a theoretical capacity of 41,000 and this is an additional 
8,000 units per annum over the 33,380 identified in the SHLAA”. They then go on to 
say that the deflators that they’ve identified, the 3,500-7,000 could be taken off that, 
it’s set in two sections, one right at the front, one right at the back. I’ve touched on the 
SHLAA sources, I think, I can go through those again if you wish, sir. I did go 
through them yesterday to try and… 
 
08:44:11 
Chair: 
Several times. 
 
08:44:12 
Previous speaker John Lett: 
…Reinforce it. I’ve touched on the viability, Jonathon touched on the notion of the 
market surplus.  
 
The London First concerns that the targets are too low, we can’t have a too low target 
because this is partnership working. We are trying to identify capacity in a neutral, 
consistent way across London. We have to live with what we live with. We are not 
trying to sort of drive the targets from the demand side, we do the two separately and 
the 32,210, as we’ve demonstrated rather irritatingly, probably having reduced it from 
33,000, is what we’ve ended up with, that was our best independent attempt to get 
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there. There is a point, I think, that was raised by the Strategic Planning Land Trust 
about zero net migration, I mean it’s a fascinating concept but I’m not altogether 
certain that it actually gets us anywhere, but it’s one that we obviously talk about as 
officers but realistically it looks as though the deep set trend is probably to lose about 
20,000 per annum and a certain amount of what my colleague was saying seemed to 
depend on taking the NHPAU affordability assumptions as gospel, I mean we had 
certainly looked at them, obviously. We do have some queries over the way that 
they’re derived and finally, as a formal response to Drew, we will of course, as we 
always do, take his paper back. I cannot guarantee that you will have a worked out set 
of figures over and above the ones that I’ve just recited but we will try. 
 
08:46:06 
Chair: 
So there’s no misunderstanding? These figures for migration that you’ve quoted are 
people not households? 
 
08:46:10 
Previous speaker Mr Lett: 
They are people. That’s the 20,000, rising to 30,000 over the longer term.  
 
08:46:22 
Andrew Barrie Pursell, Mayor’s representative: 
So given the hour, I’m not going to say a huge amount beyond saying that I think it’s 
worth stepping back from the detail and it’s quite easy to get bogged down in detail 
when we deal with issues of this nature, and just consider the gap that there is in this 
draft of the replacement London Plan between the supply figure and the need figure, 
and just compare it with the size of the gap that was in previous iterations of the Plan. 
In the 2004 Plan, the gap was 10,600 dwellings, in the 2007 alteration the gap was 
4,900 and I think it’s important to look at the figures that we have in this draft Plan, 
against that sort of background. As has been said on a number of occasions, sir, 
estimating these things is not a precise science and it’s made more complicated by the 
fact that, as we’ve said with, probably rather wearily by now, that London is different 
and we’ve had to apply a set of guidance for doing, for example Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessments which has district councils in mind on a London-wide 
basis. Within the constraints that that fact imposes, I would take the approach that we 
have taken is sound, robust and clearly evidence-based. It’s also based on a realistic 
appreciation of the trends that are in London, including those on migration which Mr 
Lett has picked up. We haven’t been completely dominated by questions of technique 
as required by paragraph 33 of PPS3 have used the SHMA so it’s Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment, as one source amongst a range of other sources of evidence in 
which to base the policies that we have brought forward.  
 
I’ll just touch very quickly on some of the points that were made by participants 
during the course of the discussion. As Mr Lett has rightly said, the Mayor is very 
strongly in favour of protection of the green belt and metropolitan open land, not just 
for its own sake, but because he considers that the objectives for designating the green 
belt and metropolitan open land, set out in PPS2, remain completely valid. And in 
terms of looking at what sort of provision it is that will encourage families to continue 
to live in London, access to open space, with all the benefits that it brings in terms of 
quality of life, health, well being, is one of those important things, as is the standard 
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of housing, as is housing design, as is making sure that provision is made for open 
space around housing, as is addressing things like the urban heat island effect, all the 
things that we’ve been discussing during the course of this examination. And there are 
other factors which go beyond the London Plan and go beyond this policy, such as 
high-quality public services, the availability of good-quality education and isolating 
any one of these factors, sir, doesn’t give you a proper rounded appreciation of why it 
is that people make the choices they do about where they live. The Mayor has no 
power, even if he had the wish, to set up new towns, particularly outside the Greater 
London boundary and although I know that the TCPA has been redoubtable in its 
support for new towns, over the years since the Second World War, sadly there seems 
to be, from their point of view, there seems to be no move on central government’s 
part to revive that sort of policy, and the Mayor certainly couldn’t do it by himself. I 
think I will leave it at that, sir. 
 
08:49:33 
Chair: 
Thank you very much. I see there are two responses wanting to come, Town and 
Country Planning Association. 
 
08:49:40 
Town and Country Planning Association: Duncan Bowie: 
I just wanted to make a brief comment on Mr Ward’s comments on the viability 
assessment and the linkages between non-viability and correct adaption to maintain 
output. The first point is in relation to the suggestion that if the viability is a 
significant problem as assessed in terms of the proportion of schemes, flexibility on 
density will correct some of that deficiency, whereas that may be technically correct 
in terms of overall unit output, obviously increasing density beyond the guidance in 
the Plan raises issues of inappropriate development and unsustainability. And it 
doesn’t seem to me much point in dealing with the viability issue by developing 
inappropriate housing in breach of the sustainability policies. I know that wasn’t part 
of his remit but it is actually a consequence of the analysis.  
 
The second point is in relation to the assumptions of grant. I mean clearly the 
uncertainty about medium-, never mind long-term grant makes this very difficult to 
assess. That the assumption, or the conclusion, that withdrawal, or the non-availability 
of grant will only reduce the total output by 3% is assuming that market provision will 
actually substitute for what may have been affordable housing, so the consequence of 
that may well be a significant reduction in affordable housing relative to the targets 
which will, are generally being questioned and, or recognised, as I say, in terms of 
undersupply, so I just wanted to make the point that whereas you can use policy 
changes to actually correct the deficiency in undersupply arising from non-viability 
that does actually have knock-on effects in terms of limiting even further the ability to 
achieve two other fundamental objectives, sustainability and affordability. So it’s not 
a critique of the study, it’s just picking up points from it. 
 
08:51:44 
Chair: 
Mr Bolton. 
 
08:51:45 
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Mr Bolton: 
Thank you. Just a couple of points. Firstly, can I just have clarification of when the 
projection for 20,000 out-migrants per annum increases to 30,000? We said it’s in the 
long-term but I can’t recall seeing where that change takes place and it would just be 
helpful to know when that takes place, or is it a sliding scale that it is going up 
continually from now ‘til 2021, I assume, ‘cause that’s when the Plan is looking for 
it’s 30,000, just when that occurs that would be helpful for me because I might want 
to comment on it tomorrow when I go back and look at the detail of our own 
projections. The other point, and it’s again clarification because I might have 
misunderstood what was being said. I thought, when we had the presentation from the 
chap from ORS, he made the statement that his projections, the projections he 
undertook didn’t allow for improvements to affordability, it wasn’t just me relying on 
the NHPAU assumption that I thought was also the position of the Mayor and if that’s 
not correct I’d just like clarification on that. And lastly, it’s a little point but it’s been 
mentioned a couple of times, it’s suggesting that my criticism of the SHLAA was that 
they didn’t, you know, do a viability study on 500 odd sites. If you read the next 
paragraph, I actually give them a way out of that and I suggest you could just do 93 
sites and get a 10% variable, but as it is, my conclusion on the SHLAA, I think is 
similar to that which is being said by the Mayor. I’m saying that it gives you a flavour 
of the issues but it can’t be used as a direct policy tool because in reality, at best it’s 
probably, well it’s 95% chance that the actual result from these sites will be plus or 
minus 17% of what the outcome is, and I’ve set that out in my supplementary. It gives 
you an idea of, when you’re looking at it, of the levels of, if you like, the parameters 
within which results might happen, which I think is quite helpful when you’re 
planning, to know roughly the range which something might reduce. We can’t be 
accurate, none of us can, but it’s helpful to understand the range that might result 
from these particular sites. Thank you. 
 
08:54:23 
Chair: 
Thank you. 
 
08:54:24 
New speaker. (someone from Mayor's team) 
Can I just come back very quickly? I did notice, chair, that I actually missed one point 
that was raised by the TCPA and Fed on garden land and that the actual policy is not a 
blanket no to development on garden land, which some people seem to think it is, it’s 
support for locally justified presumptions against such development and ought to be 
absolutely sure that we cover everything, which we think we’ve overegged it. We 
took off 90% of the historic contribution of garden land to the previous trend when we 
were doing the small sites assumption which had been approximated to losing about 
1,000 dwelling from… 
 
08:55:05 
Chair: 
I think at some point you said you were going to give us some thoughts on how these 
were defined, either in the past or in the future. 
 
08:55:15 
Previous speaker: 
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Sorry, the gardens? 
 
08:55:17 
What constitutes garden land as opposed to developing land? 
 
08:55:21 
Previous speaker: 
Sorry. I think my colleague... 
 
08:55:26 
Chair: 
I think that’s not for today. 
 
08:55:28 
New Speaker  ?John Lett GLA: 
Thank you. On the shift on the future for the long-term migration trend, I was sort of 
encapsulating things a bit there. John Hollis has given you the actual numbers, but in 
broad terms we expect it to return to round about 20,000 net loss, up to 2021 and then 
to rise from 2021 – 2031 to 30,000. That’s an overall ball-park figure, I’m using that 
to illustrate the point. On the SHLAA, well I mean, I’m pleased you find it gives a 
flavour of the issues, we certainly think it’s probably about the best one, certainly 
we’ve ever done in London, building on the success which previous ones, which have 
been commended, it certainly looks to be, looking at colleagues in other districts, 
other regions, as exhaustive, if not more exhaustive than anybody else’s, sir, but I take 
your point, it won’t be perfect, it’s the best we could do at a point in time. And then 
finally, I didn’t understand, I’m afraid, your point about what ORS was saying or not 
saying. I’m sorry, I just didn’t grab that one. 
 
08:58:21 
Chair: 
To do with affordability, the point whether what he’s proposed will have a bearing 
upon the levels of affordability. 
 
08:58:32 
New speaker: 
Sorry, John, could you, did you catch it, incidentally? 
 
08:58:43 
New speaker: Jim, Mayor’s representative:?? 
In terms of the study, we weren’t seeking to go and look at the number of dwellings 
that would be needed to bring down the affordability in the same way as the NHPAU 
did, so that is something that wouldn’t have been covered by what we did undertake. 
 
08:59:14 
Chair: 
Well I think that looks as if that has silenced everyone, so perhaps we can adjourn the 
examination. 
 
08:59:21 
New speaker: 
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Could I, sorry, could I just make one contribution back with regard to the sampling of 
the points… 
 
08:59:32 
Chair: 
Sorry, which point? 
 
08:59:34 
Previous speaker: ?? Jim, Mayor’s representative: 
To the point about the sampling method in the viability survey, because I think it is 
quite important to just give that some perspective. I mean I wouldn’t disagree that 
there are great challenges in being very precise in a viability study, because of the 
uncertainty in the variables involved but, nevertheless, I don’t think that this sampling 
method is the issue here and just to explain why. Mr Bolton, your submission talks 
about statistical significance within confidence intervals which I think is entirely 
appropriate when one’s looking at large samples of uncertain populations and 
universes, but equally it’s entirely valid, when one knows the defining characteristics 
of a universe, to do selective sampling which is the approach we’ve taken here, and 
on the basis that we’ve analysed the information in the SHLAA and capacity study, 
we’ve analysed market conditions across London. We’ve taken on board the 
professional expertise and experience of the consultants employed to do the viability 
study. On that basis, the rationale is that the chosen sample is representative of the 
types of sites and range of market conditions that one is likely to encounter across 
London, and on that basis, our submission would be that the sampling is fair and 
reasonably sound and fit for purpose. 
 
09:01:13 
Mr Bolton: 
If I may come back and this is not really the time to start talking about this. What can 
happen when you have stratifications that you’re proposing is you can actually 
increase the level of samples you need and therefore a random sample actually can, 
‘cause obviously you don’t want to go and do 540, you’d rather do 93, a random 
sample would allow you to do that. The problem with the self-selection that you’ve 
done is the issue, you come into issues of sample skew, in that you’ve only picked 
those samples where you have complete, or the necessary information, you’ve 
rejected samples where you didn’t have the necessary information. Now it could well 
be that you only have the necessary information in the more likely sites to come 
forward, so I think, when you look at it, I’m not saying it’s a poor job at all, that’s not 
what I’m saying. I’m saying, for the panel members, they’ve got to look at this and 
say “we know it’s somewhere within that range, how big’s the range?” and what I’ve 
tried to do is say, “well that is possibly the range it might be”, without going into all 
the detail of saying, “well have you encouraged sample skew by the way you’ve 
selected? Can you really extrapolate meaningfully from one site the result from 85?” 
It’s been made more difficult, I think, because you have thought, or normally 
stratification of samples is the right way to go, but in this particular case, I mean there 
has been articles written on the issue of using stratification as against random. It 
might have been better, if you wanted to get something which had a degree of 
confidence you could put to it, rather than just saying, “it’s the best we can do”. It’s to 
some extent a little incidental, ‘cause our submission is, effectively the ability for 
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London to deliver is much much greater, because you’ve excluded stuff from the 
SHLAA that we think should be included. 
 
09:03:24 
Chair: 
I think I was just about to make that point, Mr Bolton. I think it’s a very interesting 
statistical debate but the actual consequence for the sort of test that we’ve got to do in 
assessing where we go from here, I think because of that point you raise, I think that 
obviously is the fundamental one that there is a finite capacity within London as it 
exists, what that is of course is a matter of great conjecture since the Housing 
Capacity Study will actually reveal some new sites that hadn’t been looked at in the 
previous one, but at some point there will get to be a need, if you’re going to consume 
your own smoke, which I think was the reference that was made, then something will, 
you will not be able to do so. But we’ve got to judge what we’ve had laid in front of 
us, so… 
 
09:04:13: 
Mr Bolton: 
I’m a little concerned, sir, that you’ve almost, the way you’ve presented it, I’m sure 
it’s just the way you’ve presented it, you’ve tended to accept that the SHLAA is right, 
which concerns... 
 
09:04:24 
Chair: 
No, I’m not suggesting that. I, what I’m saying is that in the overall balance of the 
demand, need, available capacity, and means by which that capacity could be 
expanded, it is one factor to be taken into account. So the relative merits of different 
sampling methods that would have perhaps influenced whether that figure is a little 
too high or a little too low, I think the logic would be that if more of them are 
unviable, it would take that one down, but then you say, of course, relax the 
constraints and you could take the figure back up again. So, all I’m saying is that I 
think we could pursue it almost indefinitely, these niceties and we probably wouldn’t 
advance the judgements that have got to be made at the end of the day that greatly. 
 
09:05:14 
Mr Bolton: 
Well, with the greatest respect, what I’m saying is, is that the figure you’ve got for 
capacity, the actual result might be a variance of almost 20% either way. 
 
09:05:23 
Chair: 
Yeah, I’ve taken a note of that, of your, I think the figure was 17%. 
 
09:05:27 
Mr Bolton: 
It was, yes. 
 
09:05:30 
Chair: 
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I’ve taken a note of that and I fully accept that that could be the case. If that method is 
better than that method, but anyway. Thank you very much indeed. We’ll adjourn the 
enquiry until, not the enquiry the examination, until Thursday morning at 9:30 when 
we will dwell on the student issue for some time. Thank you very much. 
 
09:06:55 End of recording 


